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2.  COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This chapter is a compilation of all the comments that the Department of Energy (DOE) received during the public
comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light
Water Reactor.  Comments received concerning the December 14, 1998, public meeting are also presented in this
chapter.

All comments received during the public comment period are presented in this chapter in the order in which
they were received and processed.  Scanned images of documents received via U.S. mail, fax, e-mail, voice
mail, or handed in at public hearings are presented first.  These documents are followed by summaries of the
comments made at the three public hearings and the public meeting.  Numbers were assigned to each document
and speaker, and these numbers are keyed to Table 1–5, the Index of Commentors.  

The commentors are presented in this chapter in numerical order.  Commentor numbers are listed at the top
of each scanned image beside the name of the commentor and before the commentor’s name in the public
hearings/meeting comment summaries in the latter half of this chapter.  Commentors who submitted comments
during the public comment period are numbered 1-147.  Commentors who submitted comments concerning
the December 14, 1998, public meeting are numbered 200-255.  Commentors who spoke at the public hearings
are numbered 500-507 (October 1, 1998, North Augusta, South Carolina); 600-629 (October 6, 1998,
Rainsville, Alabama); and 700-720 (October 8, 1998, Evensville, Tennessee).  Commentors who spoke at the
December 14, 1998, public meeting in Evensville, Tennessee are numbered 800-835.

The comments made by each commentor are identified by number and comment summary-response code in
the right margin of each document and under the commentor’s name in the public hearings/meeting comment
summaries.  The first number represents the comment number followed by a slash, and the other numbers
represent the comment summary-response code.  These codes can be used in Chapter 3 to locate the comment
summary and response to each comment.  Section 1.3 of this volume further describes the organization of this
Comment Response Document and discusses the tables provided in Chapter 1 to assist the reader.
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1/04.01

Commentor No. 1:  Hank Tiller Commentor No. 2:  Leah R. Karpen

2/02.01

1/01.09

3/23.13
4/01.01
5/05.21
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Commentor No. 3:  R. P. Borsody Commentor No. 4:  W. Lee Poe, Jr.

1/01.03

2/23.13

1(cont’d)

1/05.22

2/19.02

3/19.03

4/05.10
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Commentor No. 4: W. Lee Poe, Jr. (Cont’d) Commentor No. 5:  G.J. Billmeier, Jr., M.D.

1/02.01

4 (cont’d)

5/05.01

7/01.08

8/01.09

6/05.02

5 (cont’d)

9/04.03

10/23.15

2/01.01
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Commentor No. 6:  Clark Coan Commentor No. 7:  Nathan Coggins

1/02.01

2/04.01

1/01.09

3/01.09

4/22.01

2/01.01

3/23.13
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Commentor No. 7:  Nathan Coggins (Cont’d) Commentor No. 8:  Charles F. Evans

3 (cont’d)

1/07.01
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Commentor No. 9:  Leah R. Karpen Commentor No. 10:  Rick Paschal

1/01.09

2/02.01 1/07.03



 2
-8

F
in

a
l E

n
viro

n
m

e
n

ta
l Im

p
a

ct S
ta

te
m

e
n

t fo
r th

e
 P

ro
d

u
ctio

n
 o

f T
ritiu

m
 in

 a
 C

o
m

m
e

rcia
l L

ig
h

t W
a

te
r R

e
a

cto
r

Commentor No. 11:  Sharon & Gerry Thomas, Jr. Commentor No. 12:  Joyce Coffey

1/07.06

2/14.04

1(cont’d)
1/.07.03

2/14.04

3/07.06

4/10.01

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 13:  Suzanne Marshall Commentor No. 14:  Peter Gray

1/14.04

5/01.09

2(cont’d)

3/02.01

4/22.01

2/15.03

1/01.09

2/21.05
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Commentor No. 14:  Peter L. Gray (Cont’d) Commentor No. 15:  Betty Hasty

3/04.02

3(cont’d)

1(cont’d)

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 16:  Cameron G. Sherer Commentor No. 17:  Anonymous

1/04.01

1/07.03

2/14.04
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Commentor No. 18:  Elizabeth R. Brown Commentor No. 19:  R. C. Dawson

2/08.01

1/04.01

3/18.08

2(cont’d)

4/18.11

2(cont’d)

1/01.01



2
-1

3

C
o

m
m

e
n

t D
o

cu
m

e
n

ts

Commentor No. 20:  Joan O. King Commentor No. 21:  Mrs. W. H. Robinson

1/01.09

2/02.01

1/02.01
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Commentor No. 22:  C. S. Sanford Commentor No. 23:  Bob Schowalter

2/11.08

1/14.07

1/07.03

2/18.01

3/07.02
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Commentor No. 24:  Denny R. Stiefel Commentor No. 25:  Rhonda D. Wright, M.D.

1/07.03
1/15.02

2/17.02

4/01.09

3/16.05
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Commentor No. 26:  Nate Schwenk Commentor No. 27:  Jeffrey Belcher

1/06.03

2/09.01

1/18.09

3/07.03
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Commentor No. 28:  Anonymous (1) Commentor No. 29:  John Tucker

1/07.02

1/10.03

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 30:  Jim Sexton Commentor No. 31:  Kenneth W. Crase

1/14.04

2/01.01

1/14.08

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 32:  Alexis Zigler Commentor No. 33:  Mary Stanfill

1/01.09

2/01.04

3/07.05

2/14.04

1/07.03

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 34:  Robert Sparks Commentor No. 35:  Jackie Ambrose

1/07.03
1/07.03

Comments Received via “800” NumberComments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 36:  W. D. Scarbrough Commentor No. 37:  James William Cod

1/08.02
1/10.03

Comments Received via “800” NumberComments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 38:  Steve Abraham Commentor No. 39:  Diane McFarland

1/07.03

1/14.04

Comments Received via “800” NumberComments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 40:  James R. Finley Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck

1/23.13

1/01.09
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Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck  (Cont’d)

1(cont’d)

2/22.01

3/15.04

4/08.02



2
-2

5

C
o

m
m

e
n

t D
o

cu
m

e
n

ts

Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck (Cont’d) Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck (Cont’d)

4(cont’d)

5/09.02

1(cont’d)

6/09.03

7/05.03

6(cont’d)

8/15.05

9/14.09

8(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck (Cont’d) Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck (Cont’d)

7(cont’d)

10/21.02

11/20.04

4(cont’d)

1(cont’d)

9(cont’d)

12/14.10

7(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck  (Cont’d)

5(cont’d)

13/15.06

9(cont’d)

4(cont’d)

12(cont’d)

11(cont’d)

3(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 41:  Robert W. Van Wyck (Cont’d) Commentor No. 42:  Gene & Barbara Price

4(cont’d)

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 43:  Call-In Commentor No. 44:  W. Lee Poe, Jr.

1/04.01

1/05.01

2/04.03

1(cont’d)

2(cont’d)

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 44:  W. Lee Poe, Jr.  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 44:  W. Lee Poe, Jr.  (Cont’d)

3/05.04

4/05.29

5/06.06

6/06.03

6(cont’d)

7/03.03

6(cont’d)

8/19.04

9/19.05

10/23.15
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Commentor No. 44:  W. Lee Poe, Jr.  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 45:  Gary Stooksbury

10(cont’d)

11/01.09

1/01.04
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Commentor No. 45:  Gary Stooksbury  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 45:  Gary Stooksbury (Cont’d)

1(cont’d)

2/21.06

3/23.17

3(cont’d)

4/04.01

5/05.07

6/15.07
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Commentor No. 45:  Gary Stooksbury (Cont’d) Commentor No. 46:  Jason J. West

6(cont’d)

7/03.03

8/23.15

7(cont’d)

1/01.04
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Commentor No. 47:  Xerxes Wahl Commentor No. 48:  Anonymous (2)

2/07.03

1/02.01

1/02.01
2/01.04

3/14.04

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 49:  Stewart Horn Commentor No. 50:  Mike Wahl

1/21.02

2/09.04

1/16.04

Comments Received via “800” Number Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 51:  Herman & Sylvia Zaage Commentor No. 52:  Ms. Bizzarri

1/01.09

2/14.04

1/01.09

2/14.04

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 53:  Judith Hallock Commentor No. 54:  Congressman Robert Aderholt

1/01.04

2/02.01

3/23.13

4/14.04

2(cont’d)

1/07.03

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 55:  Mayor Philip Anderson Commentor No. 56:  Melvin L. Brewer

1/07.03

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 57:  U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer Commentor No. 58:  John J. Federico Jr.

1/07.03

1/07.03

3/05.27

2/08.02
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Commentor No. 58:  John J. Federico Jr. (Cont’d) Commentor No. 58:  John J. Federico Jr. (Cont’d)

3(cont’d)

6/06.05

4(cont’d)

3(cont’d)

4/17.03

5/09.01

3(cont’d)

2(cont’d)

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 59:  Ronald L. Forster Commentor No. 60:  Roger Graham

1/07.01

1/07.03



 2
-4

2

F
in

a
l E

n
viro

n
m

e
n

ta
l Im

p
a

ct S
ta

te
m

e
n

t fo
r th

e
 P

ro
d

u
ctio

n
 o

f T
ritiu

m
 in

 a
 C

o
m

m
e

rcia
l L

ig
h

t W
a

te
r R

e
a

cto
r

Commentor No. 61:  James H. Green Commentor No. 62:  Mayor Elizabeth Haas

1/07.03
1/07.03
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Commentor No. 63:  Randall L. Hartwig Commentor No. 63:  Randall L. Hartwig (Cont’d)

1/07.03

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 64:  Mayor Glenda H. Hodges Commentor No. 65:  Jyles Machen

1/07.03

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 66:  Bill Metchnik Commentor No. 67:  Don Nelms

1/07.03

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 68:  David Nicholas Commentor No. 68:  David Nicholas (Cont’d)

1/07.03

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 69:  Donald E. Olson Commentor No. 70:  Mayor Louis Price

1/07.03

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 71:  Michael D. Roberts Commentor No. 72:  R. Kent Ryan

1/07.03

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 73:  Steve C. Stutts Commentor No. 73:  Steve C. Stutts (Cont’d)

1/07.01

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 74: Mayor Peaches Thompson Commentor No. 75:  Richard Ward

1/07.03
1/07.03
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Commentor No. 76:  Dan Williams Commentor No. 76:  Dan Williams (Cont’d)

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 76:  Dan Williams (Cont’d) Commentor No. 76:  Dan Williams (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 77:  Danny L. Williams Commentor No. 78:  David Thornell

1/07.03

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 79:  Anonymous (3)

1/07.03

Commentor No. 80:  Anonymous (4)

1/14.04

2/22.01

3/15.03
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Commentor No. 82:  Danny M. Easter

1/07.03

Commentor No. 81:  Melvin L. Brewer

1/07.01
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Commentor No. 84:  Linda Ewald

1/10.03
2/14.04

3/16.04
4/23.13

5/01.10

6/02.02

4(cont’d)

5(cont’d)

7/01.04

Commentor No. 83:  Ronald E. Easter

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 85:  William Grif fith

1/07.03

Commentor No. 84:  Linda Ewald (Cont’d)

7(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 86:  Ann Harris (Cont’d)

9/11.01

8/14.12

10/23.14

11/09.06

Commentor No. 86:  Ann Harris

1/20.01

2/14.11
3/18.02

4/05.25

5/05.28

6/19.06

7/09.05
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Commentor No. 87:  Jerry V. Mills

1/07.03

Commentor No. 86:  Ann Harris (Cont’d)

12/15.01

 13/03.03
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Commentor No. 89:  Steve Tanner

1/24.12

2/01.04

3/04.05

Commentor No. 88:  Jesse L. Reed

1/07.01
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Commentor No. 89:  Steve Tanner (Cont’d)Commentor No. 89:  Steve Tanner (Cont’d)

3(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 90:  Steve Tanner (Cont’d)

2/01.02

1(cont’d)

Commentor No. 90:  Steve Tanner

1/23.15
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Commentor No. 90:  Steve Tanner (Cont’d)

3(cont’d)

4/07.01

5/06.05

6/04.01

Commentor No. 90:  Steve Tanner  (Cont’d)

3/01.04
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Commentor No. 92:  Marie Weir

1/07.02

Commentor No. 91:  Charles R. Watson

1/07.02
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Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison

1/24.12

2/02.02

3/21.03

4/06.03

2(cont’d)

Commentor No. 93:  Mitchell Weir

1/07.02
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7(cont’d)

6(cont’d)

8/09.07

9/05.08

10/05.09

11/05.05

2(cont’d)

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)

5/02.01

2(cont’d)

6/01.04

7/01.06

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)
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14(cont’d)

4(cont’d)

15/06.07

16/18.03

17/09.08

18/17.04

4(cont’d)

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)

5(cont’d)

12/17.01

13/19.07

14/19.08

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)
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21(cont’d)

11(cont’d)

22/17.05

23/17.06

24/01.07

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)

4(cont’d)

19/14.13

20/22.01

19(cont’d)

17(cont’d)

11(cont’d)

21/13.08

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)
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11(cont’d)

26/17.07

2(cont’d)

6(cont’d)

27/01.10

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)

24(cont’d)

25/14.05

11(cont’d)

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
 Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 96:  Ralph E. Crafton

1/07.03

Commentor No. 95:  Thomas J. Stone

1/01.09
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Commentor No. 98:  David & Willie Bellomy

1/10.03

2/07.06

Commentor No. 97:  James S. Arrington

1/01.03
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Commentor No. 100:  Richard & Lucy Henighan

1/14.04

2/02.02

3/01.04

4/01.09

Commentor No. 99:  Louise Gorenflo

1/01.09

2/02.02

3/23.13

4/01.04

5/14.04
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Commentor No. 101:  Kenneth W. Holt  (Cont’d)

1(cont’d)

Commentor No. 101:  Kenneth W. Holt

1/14.06
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Commentor No. 102:  Bre Nicole Reiber (Cont’d)

3/07.05

4/17.15

3(cont’d)

5/01.11

Commentor No. 102:  Bre Nicole Reiber

1/01.09

2/01.04
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Commentor No. 104:  Jennifer Stephens

1/07.03

Commentor No. 103:  William D. Scarbrough

1/10.04

3/08.02

2/24.07

4/23.13
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Commentor No. 106:  Dot Houser

1/14.04

2/13.01

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 105:  Mary Ellen Bowen

1/14.04

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 108:  Dr. Chris Gunn

1/14.04

2/23.13

3/02.01

Commentor No. 107:  Robert H. Page

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 110:  Earl Budin, M.D.

1/01.04

2/01.01

3/02.02

4/01.03

5/01.09

6/24.08

Commentor No. 109:  Dorothy J. Mock

1/07.02

3/14.04

4/01.04

2/02.01
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Commentor No. 112:  R. D. Liska

1/01.01
2/23.13

3/14.04
4/02.01

Commentor No. 111:  Virginia Thrasher

1/02.01

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 114:  Ronald Allen

1/23.15

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 113:  Richard J. Sturtridge

1/01.09

2/14.04
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Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama

1/06.01

2/05.11

3/16.02

Commentor No. 115:  Patricia Pelot Sanders

1/23.13

2/14.04

3/01.04

4/02.02
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2(cont’d)

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)

3(cont’d)
4/05.10

5/24.14

6/05.12

7/22.01

8/06.02

9/02.02

10/03.03

8(cont’d)

2(cont’d)

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)
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2(cont’d)

11/12.03

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)

2(cont’d)

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)
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13(cont’d)

14/14.14

15/05.13

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)

11(cont’d)

12/13.02

13/12.04

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)
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16(cont’d)

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)

15(cont’d)

16/05.14

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)
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17(cont’d)

18/05.15

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)

17/11.10

16(cont’d)

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)
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19(cont’d)

7(cont’d)

20/10.02

21/11.07

22/13.03

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)

19/12.05

16(cont’d)

18(cont’d)

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)
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24(cont’d)

25/15.08

26/14.04

27/16.01

5(cont’d)
26(cont’d)

18(cont’d)

4(cont’d)

18(cont’d)

4(cont’d)

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)

22(cont’d)

23/05.26

24/05.16

Commentor No. 116:  Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 118:  Monica Blanton

1/07.03

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 117:  Joanne MacNulty

1/01.09

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 120:  Eskel Lind

1/07.02

2/01.09

1(cont’d)

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 119:  Marita M. Hardesty

1/01.04

2/02.01

3/23.13

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 122:  Beverly Charles

1/02.01

2/14.04

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 121:  Joyce Rolce

1/07.02

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 124:  Alex A. Pulsipher

1/01.09 2/01.01

Commentor No. 123:  Maggie Colgan

1/07.02
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Commentor No. 126:  Justin P. Wilson

1/14.06

2/14.15

3/11.02

Commentor No. 125:  William W. Howell

1/02.01

2/23.13
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Commentor No. 127:  Earl C. Leming

1/14.15

2/04.04

3/23.16

4/17.08

Commentor No. 126:  Justin P. Wilson (Cont’d)

4/11.03
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Commentor No. 128:  Joelle Key

1/05.10

2/14.16

Commentor No. 127:  Earl C. Leming (Cont’d)

5/19.13
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Commentor No. 130:  Christopher F. Turner

1/07.02

Commentor No. 129:  Robert L. Foster, Jr.

1/11.03
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Commentor No. 132:  Madeline Duckles

1/14.04

2/08.02

3/01.04

3(cont’d)

4/02.02

5/01.09

Commentor No. 131:  Judi Kazanas

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 134:  Randy Horton

1/07.03

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 133:  Mayor Glenda H. Hodges

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 136:  Judith Cumbee

1/22.01

2/16.03
3/08.02

4/18.04

5/18.10

6/01.04

Commentor No. 135:  Colleen Lancaster

1/01.09

2/04.01

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 136:  Judith Cumbee (Cont’d)

7/01.09

8/01.10

9/02.02

9(cont’d)

6(cont’d)

3(cont’d)

10/14.04

11/01.01

12/07.03

Commentor No. 136:  Judith Cumbee (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 137:  Susan Gordon Commentor No. 137:  Susan Gordon (Cont’d)

1/08.02

2/01.01

3/05.16

2(cont’d)

4/02.01

5/02.02

5(cont’d)

6/01.04

1(cont’d)

7/23.13

8/19.09

9/17.09

10/13.08
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Commentor No. 138:  Linda King Commentor No. 138:  Linda King  (Cont’d)

1/15.03

2/14.04

2(cont’d)

1(cont’d)



2
-1

0
3

C
o

m
m

e
n

t D
o

cu
m

e
n

ts

Commentor No. 139:  Joseph A. Imhof Commentor No. 139:  Joseph A. Imhof  (Cont’d)

1(cont’d)

2/04.01

1/10.03
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Commentor No. 139:  Joseph A. Imhof (Cont’d) Commentor No. 140:  Robert E. Eigelsbach

2(cont’d)

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 141:  Mike Woloszyn

1/07.04

2/23.13

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 142:  James H. Lee

1/14.06
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Commentor No. 143:  Heinz J. Mueller Commentor No. 143:  Heinz J. Mueller  (Cont’d)

1/23.16
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Commentor No. 143:  Heinz J. Mueller  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 143:  Heinz J. Mueller (Cont’d)

9/19.11

1(cont’d)

2/05.06

3/05.10

4/11.05

3(cont’d)

5/19.10

3(cont’d)

7/24.04

8/14.17

6/24.15
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Commentor No. 144:  Anonymous (5)

1/07.03

Comments Received via “800” Number

Commentor No. 145:  Herbert L. Harper

1/14.06
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Commentor No. 146:  Mary Lou Blazek Commentor No. 146:  Mary Lou Blazek  (Cont’d)

1/17.10

2/17.11
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Commentor No. 146:  Mary Lou Blazek  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 146:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)

3/14.18

4/24.12

5/24.16

4(cont’d)

6/12.06

7/13.04

8/24.17

9/19.01

4(cont’d)

4(cont’d)

10/15.09

11/15.10

12/11.06

4(cont’d)

13/14.01

14/15.11

15/24.20

16/17.12
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Commentor No. 146:  Mary Lou Blazek  (Cont’d) Commentor No. 146:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)

17/24.23

18/17.13

19/17.14

4(cont’d)

20/18.12

21/14.19

22/24.18

23/24.13

4(cont’d)

4(cont’d)
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The following commentors (200 through 255) submitted
comments concerning the December 14, 1998, public
meeting and TVA’s latest proposals to DOE for use of

Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte.
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Commentor No. 200:  Mrs. Ed Houser Commentor No. 201:  W. D. Scarbrough

1/13.01
1/07.07

Comments Received via “800” Number Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 202:  Robert Van Wyck Commentor No. 203:  Angela Heckler

1/07.02

2/05.31 1/07.03

Comments Received via “800” Number Comments Received via “800” Number

(Mr. Van Wyck’s comments were received, see  Commentor No. 247)



2
-1

1
5

C
o

m
m

e
n

t D
o

cu
m

e
n

ts

Commentor No. 204:  Carol L. Womacks Commentor No. 205:  William L. Stiles

1/07.03
1/07.03
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Commentor No. 206:  Silas M. Booker

1/01.09

Commentor No. 207:  Judith Cumbee

1/05.31

2/01.01

1(cont’d)

2(cont’d)

Comments Received via “800” Number
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Commentor No. 209:  Mike Crane

1/07.03

Commentor No. 208:  Jim Snell

1/14.04

2/02.01

3/01.09

4/05.33

2(cont’d)

5/23.13
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Commentor No. 211:  Cheryll A. Dyer

1/10.04

2/07.03

3/08.02

1(cont’d)

Commentor No. 210:  Robert L. Davis

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 212:  Linda Ewald

1/05.31

2/01.12

3/01.01

4/01.04

5/01.13
6/14.04

7/10.03

3(cont’d)

8/23.13

3(cont’d)

Commentor No. 213:  Patty Fagan

1/08.03

2/14.04
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Commentor No. 215:  Erich R. Gonce

1/07.03

Commentor No. 214:  Ronald L. Forster

1/07.08



2
-1

2
1

C
o

m
m

e
n

t D
o

cu
m

e
n

ts

Commentor No. 216:  Dick Hoesly Commentor No. 217:  John Johnson

1/07.08

1/01.01

2/01.04

3/08.02

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 218:  Larry Kuka Commentor No. 219:  Mr. & Mrs Ford P. McCuisten Jr.

1/01.09

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 221:  Steven SaxCommentor No. 220:  Mark D. Phillippe

1/07.08
1/07.08
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Commentor No. 222: George E. Schmidt Jr. Commentor No. 223:  Lucy W. Taylor

1/07.02

2/05.21

1/23.13

2/01.01

3/01.10

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 224:  Marie Weir Commentor No. 225: Mark A. Wheeler

1/07.03

1/07.02

2/01.01

3/07.01

4/07.03

3(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 226:  Mrs. Susan Cassidy Wilholt Commentor No. 227:  Charles R. Williams

1/07.07
1/07.02

2/07.08
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Commentor No. 228: Anonymous (6) Commentor No. 229: Anonymous (7)

1/07.03
1/07.07
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Commentor No. 230: Anonymous (8) Commentor No. 231:  Anonymous (9)

1/07.07

2/23.23

1(cont’d)

1/07.03

2/05.26
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Commentor No. 232:  Mike Womacks (Cont’d)Commentor No. 232:  Mike Womacks

1/13.05

2/01.02

3/23.22

4/13.06

5/07.06

6/01.01

7/07.07
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Commentor No. 233:  Larry Hancock Commentor No. 233:  Larry Hancock (Cont’d)

1/07.07

2/07.08

3/07.01
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Commentor No. 234:  Dwight Wilhoit (Cont’d)Commentor No. 234:  Dwight Wilhoit
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Commentor No. 234:  Dwight Wilhoit (Cont’d) Commentor No. 234:  Dwight Wilhoit (Cont’d)

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 235:  Mary Dennis LentschCommentor No. 234:  Dwight Wilhoit (Cont’d)

1(cont’d)
1/02.01

2/01.09

3/01.04

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 235:  Mary Dennis Lentsch (Cont’d) Commentor No. 236:  Joseph A. Imhof

3(cont’d)

5/07.07

4/01.12
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Commentor No. 236:  Joseph A. Imhof (Cont’d) Commentor No. 236:  Joseph A. Imhof (Cont’d)

1/07.08

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 236:  Joseph A. Imhof (Cont’d) Commentor No. 237:  Steve Tanner

1(cont’d)

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 237:  Steve Tanner (Cont’d) Commentor No. 237:  Steve Tanner (Cont’d)

1(cont’d)

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 238: Steven Howell Commentor No. 239:  Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium
Production

1/07.08

1/07.02

2/01.09

3/02.01
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Commentor No. 239:  Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium
Production (Cont’d)

Commentor No. 239:  Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium
Production (Cont’d)

4/23.13

3(cont’d)

4(cont’d)

5/01.04



 2
-1

4
0

F
in

a
l E

n
viro

n
m

e
n

ta
l Im

p
a

ct S
ta

te
m

e
n

t fo
r th

e
 P

ro
d

u
ctio

n
 o

f T
ritiu

m
 in

 a
 C

o
m

m
e

rcia
l L

ig
h

t W
a

te
r R

e
a

cto
r

Commentor No. 239:  Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium
Production (Cont’d)

Commentor No. 240:  Ronald W. Boles

1/07.08

2/01.14

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 240:  Ronald W. Boles (Cont’d)Commentor No. 240:  Ronald W. Boles (Cont’d)

1(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 241:  Ann Harris Commentor No. 241:  Ann Harris (Cont’d)

1/01.14

2/14.04

3/14.25

3(cont’d)

4/09.10
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Commentor No. 242:  Carl Fowler Commentor No. 242:  Carl Fowler (Cont’d)

1/06.03

2/07.01

3/07.08

3(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 243:  Don Nelms Commentor No. 244:  James B. Sandlin, P.E.
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Public Hearing – North Augusta, South Carolina
October 1, 1998

Commentor 500 (Bob Smith)

1/09.08 The commentor asks whether the schedule for completing construction of the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant Unit 1 (1999 to 2004) is hypothetical or real.

2/03.02 The commentor believes there is a logical disconnect between the Bellefonte 1 completion
schedule (1999 to 2004) and the Presidential requirement to establish a tritium supply source by
2005.  The commentor asserts that, if a one-year delay in the schedule occurs as a result of
planned additional technology assessments or budget constraints, the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant
would not be capable of meeting the Presidential requirement for two years because the irradiated
tritium targets would not arrive at the Savannah River Site until 2007.

3/24.05 The commentor asks how a one-year delay in completing construction at Bellefonte 1 would
impact the schedule to complete the Tritium Extraction Facility by 2005.

Commentor 501 (Lee Poe)

1/04.01 [In response to a DOE statement that using a commercial light water reactor (CLWR) for tritium
production is “technically straightforward and safe”] The commentor asks if DOE takes the
same position on the Accelerator Production of Tritium (APT) option.

2/05.04 The commentor asks if DOE would spend all of the money necessary both to design the APT and
to complete reactor construction if either were designated as a backup source for tritium
production.  The commentor states that the information on the primary and backup tritium
sources is difficult to understand—particularly the elements DOE requires for a facility and a
backup and what that really means to public citizens.

3/23.14 The commentor asks to know the total costs to complete commercial reactor construction for use
both as a primary and a secondary (backup) production source, including the Tritium Extraction
Facility.

4/04.03 The commentor requests charts summarizing and comparing the environmental effects of CLWR
tritium production with those of the APT and the Tritium Extraction Facility.

5/05.02 The commentor believes the CLWR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) summarizes
the environmental effects of the proposed action, gives a very high level summary of the No
Action Alternative, and “fixes it” so citizens will have a “very tough time” trying to understand
what is being proposed.  The commentor states that it is very difficult to understand the decisions
that DOE is talking about, particularly when the EIS does not provide the reader with the no-
action effects and merely tiers them off to some other document.  

6/05.29 The commentor is concerned that the CLWR Draft EIS states that a CLWR Final EIS will be
issued in December 1998, but the speaker mentioned January as a target date.  The commentor
postulates that, as a Secretarial decision is expected at about the same time that the CLWR Final
EIS is issued, a decision already must have been reached.  The commentor suggests that either
DOE should not spend the money to write the CLWR Final, APT, and Tritium Extraction
Facility EISs because their completion will not affect the decision, or DOE should work to make
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the Final EISs worthwhile.  The commentor would like to see the CLWR, APT, and Tritium
Extraction Facility EISs combined into one document.

7/06.03 The commentor postulates that: (1) having received only two responses to their request for
proposals, DOE made the decision to build tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs)
for use in pressurized water reactors only, not boiling water reactors, which “cuts the territory
down,” and (2) this justified listing the five Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) reactors in
DOE’s approach and excluding all others from the EIS analysis.  The commentor asks why DOE
analyzed all the pressurized water reactors not covered by the DOE/TVA proposal.

8/24.01 The commentor questions whether use of the TVA system is reasonable if DOE and TVA can’t
communicate with each other effectively.  The commentor suggests an interagency discussion
would help fulfill DOE’s need to produce tritium.

9/03.03 The commentor states that the numbers of TPBARs cited by the CLWR Draft EIS clearly suggest
DOE will use two or more reactors for tritium production.

10/19.04 The commentor states that, according to the numbers given in the CLWR Draft EIS, the TPBARs
will release tritium at a rate of less than 22,780 Curies per year, not the 1,890 Curies per year
cited.

11/19.05 The commentor questions why DOE would want to run the Tritium Extraction Facility furnaces
within the top 90 percentile of their maximum temperature.  The commentor states that there is
no data in the EIS that addresses recovery efficiency in the Tritium Extraction Facility.

12/23.15 The commentor questions the fairness of giving the Bellefonte plant a significant credit for the
sale of electric power, but not giving similar credits to the APT and the other reactors for revenue
returns.  The commentor points out that if it takes more than one reactor, the cost of using
Bellefonte together with one or more CLWRs should be combined, and the costs and revenue
returns of the CLWR option should be compared with those of the APT option.

13/23.16 The commentor proposes a cost document be appended to the CLWR Final EIS.  The commentor
states that a comparison of the costs for all the options should be available somewhere, if not in
the Final EIS.

14/01.04 The commentor suggests appending the Interagency Review to the CLWR Final EIS.  The
commentor agrees that CLWR tritium production is not illegal because tritium is not a special
nuclear material.  The commentor believes the United States should abide by both the legal and
technical implications of its actions and not try to set examples that will be misinterpreted by
outside nations.

15/01.09 The commentor believes that weapons production and power generation should not be combined
because it would set a precedent that would negatively affect U.S. nonproliferation objectives.

16/01.10 The commentor believes that CLWR tritium production is not illegal, but is morally wrong.
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Commentor 502 (Dick Reynolds)

1/06.03 The commentor asks if TVA has withdrawn the irradiation services part of their bid.  The
commentor asks whether TVA will reconstitute their offer to provide irradiation services for
DOE tritium production.

2/03.02 The commentor asks for confirmation that DOE would use the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant if there
were any delays in completing Bellefonte for tritium production.

Commentor 503 (Gary Stooksbury)

1/01.04 The commentor believes the actions proposed in the CLWR Draft EIS will undermine the twin
[U.S.] objectives of establishing a supply of tritium for national defense purposes and preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons technologies and materials throughout the world.  The commentor
believes the Interagency Review that examined the impact of CLWR tritium production on U.S.
nonproliferation objectives was flawed in its logic, vague in its conclusions, and erroneously
implied that previous conversion of U.S. weapons facilities to civilian applications should make
it easy to do the reverse.  The commentor believes a worldwide outcry will result if the United
States backs away from its strong nonproliferation stance and, in the end, the CLWR tritium
production option will be abandoned after damaging the United States’ international image and
causing adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile.

2/21.06 The commentor believes there are significant uncertainties that will affect TVA’s ability to
license a commercial light water reactor for tritium production, including public concern over
new safety and environmental hazard and public discomfort with the proposal to commingle
military and civilian reactor purposes.  The commentor believes there is no insurance that the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will issue a license or a license amendment for this
endeavor and, if not, this would cause the CLWR option to be abandoned and would result in
adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile.

3/23.02 The commentor believes DOE has significantly underestimated the costs associated with the
CLWR option and that these estimates should be subjected to an independent third-party review.

4/23.17 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS discussed the use of TVA's Watts Bar and
Sequoyah nuclear facilities, yet it is widely reported that TVA has withdrawn those facilities.
The commentor states that DOE cites the TVA estimate of $2.4 billion to complete Bellefonte 1
and questions TVA’s ability to bring anything on line, on time, and under budget.  The
commentor states that another nuclear facility has estimated that over $4 billion would be
required to complete Bellefonte and that the Government Accounting Office says that TVA’s
estimates are very unreliable—past overruns of several hundred percent were experienced at
plants that TVA assessed to be 80 percent complete. 

5/09.09 The commentor states that, as someone who grew up in the shadows of Watts Bar and
remembers reading the newspaper articles and what it took to bring that facility on line, he is
appalled that DOE would even discuss Watts Bar. 

6/23.20 The commentor believes that capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be significantly more
than for the APT and that life cycle costs will be comparable.  

7/04.01 The commentor believes there are no programmatic advantages related to the CLWR option and
that, instead, it has serious, if not fatal, deficiencies.  
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8/05.07 The commentor believes the CLWR EIS must include analyses of the potential worldwide
environmental impacts resulting from a higher probability that some nation will initiate or
continue nuclear weapons research testing and production programs as a result of U.S. CLWR
tritium production. 

9/15.07 The commentor requests the CLWR EIS human health effects analyses to fully explain the basis
for assuming that 10 percent of the tritium released from the melted targets will be in an oxidized
form within the contaminated atmospheres. The commentor believes tritium may be available
in the contaminated atmosphere and may be released to the environment.  The commentor
requests that the EIS analyses quantify the estimated release and the environmental effect;
address the disposition of tritium remaining in the reactor facility; and address the environmental
impacts associated with disposition of all tritium released in a design-basis accident.

10/05.05 The commentor believes the CLWR Draft EIS does not evaluate the environmental impacts of
all the program options under consideration. 

11/03.03 The commentor asks for information concerning how many reactors DOE/TVA plans to use for
tritium production.  The commentor also asks for information about the specific TPBAR design
and fuel site that DOE says would allow one reactor to make three kilograms of tritium per year,
and how they are different from those described in the CLWR Draft EIS. The commentor
believes that if a one-reactor option is being considered, then the EIS should be corrected to
describe and analyze the appropriate TPBAR design and fuel site.  If two or more reactors are
needed, then DOE's program and budget planning needs to reflect that fact.

12/23.18 The commentor states that the Congressional Research Service review raises a serious question
about the ability of Bellefonte to generate sufficient revenue to offset operating costs, much less
amortize construction.  

Commentor 504 (Peter Gray)

1/01.09 The commentor believes it is U.S. policy to maintain the separation of civil and military facilities,
and the United States should set an example for the world by not making weapons in civilian
facilities.  The commentor believes the examples of using a facility for both military and civilian
purposes that are described in the CLWR Draft EIS are not comparable to the proposed action
because the facilities were first used for military purposes and later converted to civilian use.

2/21.05 The commentor believes the NRC is likely to delay DOE defense programs assigned to a CLWR.

3/04.02 The commentor states that, if cost is the real discriminator, DOE owns another, less expensive,
tritium production concept that would cost about $600 million—less than a third of the cost of
CLWR tritium production and about a quarter of the cost of building an accelerator.  The
commentor calls for a review of this device.  The commentor believes that, failing the use of the
less expensive device, DOE should use the Savannah River Site because of its nearly 45 years
of tritium experience and the readiness of its workers to serve the nation again capably, safely,
efficiently, cost-effectively, and in an environmentally sound manner. 

4/03.03 The commentor did not understand that production of 3 kilograms of tritium per year was a surge
goal and that the “day-in, day-out” goal was something lower.

5/23.16 The commentor states that the surge goal would nearly double the number of fuel assemblies
needed and, correspondingly, the amount of spent fuel for disposal.  The commentor asks that
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these costs be addressed in the CLWR Final EIS so that the public will know what it would cost
to produce 3 kilograms of tritium per year.

Commentor 505 (David Losey)

1/01.09 The commentor believes the United States has intended for years to separate its commercial and
defense interests, and now is the time to move toward more integrity by avoiding legalistic word-
splitting (tritium is not a special nuclear material) and maintaining the separation of civilian and
military nuclear facilities.

Commentor 506 (Donald Morris)

1/06.03 The commentor asks about media reports that TVA has withdrawn their offer for irradiation
services.

2/05.27 The commentor asks whether DOE is considering purchasing a TVA reactor or the irradiation
services of a reactor.

3/23.19 The commentor asks about reports that TVA has offered to complete construction of the
Bellefonte reactor for irradiation of the TPBARs, and that TVA’s Chairman has stated that TVA
will require all the funding “up front” before undertaking completion and licensing of the
Bellefonte reactor.  The commentor asks what guarantees DOE will require of TVA to ensure
that construction and NRC licensing of the Bellefonte plant will be completed within the
stipulated costs.

4/ 23.21 The commentor asks whether the fixed price for completing the Bellefonte plant would also
include defense of the project against any nuclear activist suits or intervenors.

Commentor 507 (Bob Schwartz)

1/02.01 The commentor questions the need for tritium production. The commentor believes DOE tritium
production is a jobs program, not a vital necessity.

2/08.02 The commentor believes the Savannah River Site has enough problems of its own without
assuming new missions.

Public Hearing - Rainsville, Alabama
October 6, 1998

Commentor 600 (Mike Womacks)

1/23.02 The commentor is concerned about cost overruns, in view of the Tennessee Valley Authority's
(TVA) history, and asks how the public may assume that the $1.9 billion or $2.1 billion TVA
says it will take [to complete Bellefonte for tritium production] will be sufficient.

2/01.04 The commentor asks if the United States is now willing to allow other countries to produce
tritium in their commercial nuclear power plants.

3/14.20 The commentor notices that the health risks and impacts analyzed in the Draft EIS deal with
tritium production only, and not the risks and impacts of the plant itself (without tritium
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production).  The commentor asks to know the health risks and impacts resulting from both
tritium and nuclear power production.  The commentor is concerned that people already are
affected by nuclear power production and an additional 1.1 percent, or about 1,500 people,
would die of cancer as a result of the proposed action.

Commentor 601 (Charles Anderson)

1/14.21 The commentor asks if his chances of winning the Georgia Lottery without buying a ticket are
better than his chances of dying from radiation released by a tritium-producing Bellefonte nuclear
power plant.

Commentor 602 (Joseph Imhof)

1/11.11 The commentor cites a quote from the CLWR Draft EIS on page 5-53 [the commentor refers to
Appendix C, page 5-53, but the reference is misquoted], the first sentence in the section on
Threatened and Endangered Species:  “Operational impacts on threatened or endangered species
could occur through the release of thermal, chemical, or radioactive discharges to the atmosphere
or the river.”  The commentor asks why it is necessary to discharge radioactive material into the
river and whether there is any alternative.

2/11.12 The commentor asks whether the small amounts of radiological and chemical materials normally
discharged into a river by a nuclear power plant are processed before being discharged.

Commentor 603 (Melvin Brewer)

1/24.06 The commentor asks where the tritium produced by a CLWR would go and what would be done
with it.

2/01.01 The commentor asks why the United States needs nuclear weapons.  

3/01.10 The commentor asks if nuclear weapons are meant to be genocide weapons and states that,
wherever they want to make tritium, he'll be there actively opposing it.  The commentor also
states that he has heard talk about jobs, but asks when people are going to start talking about
humanity.

Commentor 604 (Roger Graham)

1/02.02 The commentor asks if it is true that, for America to maintain its nuclear weapons capability, the
country must be able to produce tritium by the year 2005.

2/01.04 The commentor asks whether it is true that, even if the United States doesn't have nuclear
weapons, other countries will have them.

3/07.01 The commentor is in favor of tritium production in the United States.  

4/07.03 The commentor thinks that we owe it to the people in the military to provide the best technology
to help them protect us.  The commentor doesn't care whether tritium is produced in Alabama
or South Carolina, but does think our elected officials should be prudent in their decisions to
spend taxpayer dollars.  The commentor states that the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant could be ready
to produce tritium for less than $3 million, and that it uses a proven safe technology that will
produce revenues from the sales of much-needed electricity.  The commentor compares this
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figure to the cost of building an accelerator—$16+ billion for an accelerator that may not work
and would cost $155 million a year to operate. 

Commentor 605 (Jerry Ward)

1/23.15 The commentor asks how the projected $1.9 billion cost to complete the Bellefonte plant for
tritium production compares with the total costs to develop and construct the Savannah River
option (the APT option at the Savannah River Site).

Commentor 606 (C. A. Frees)

1/11.09 The commentor asks the distance between the Bellefonte plant's point of discharge into the river
and the point where the Jackson County Water Department draws water from the river for public
use.  The commentor, upon hearing the answer is 4.5 miles, asks if the public water source that
was measured is the one for Fort Payne.  The commentor also asks the location of the other
public water sources in Jackson County and their distance from the Bellefonte plant's discharge
point.

Commentor 607 (Doug Grice for U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer)

1/07.03 The commentor reads a statement from Congressman Cramer in support of completing the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is safe and economically sound; area residents
have a work ethic; and it would create jobs.

Commentor 608 (Angie Culvert for U.S. Senator Jeff Sessions)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking for Senator Sessions, expresses support for the completion of the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is right for the taxpayers, the Department of
Defense, the nation, and northern Alabama. 

Commentor 609 (Paul Housel for U.S. Congressman Robert Aderholt)

1/07.03 The commentor reads a statement from Congressman Aderholt in support of completing
Bellefonte for tritium production because all the facts concerning safety, national defense
readiness, and budgetary issues point to the Bellefonte plant as the best option, and it would
bring enormous potential benefits to northern Alabama.

Commentor 610 (John J. Federico, Jr.) 

1/07.03 The commentor states that he attended the scoping meetings and spoke in opposition to CLWR
tritium production; but after being invited to tour the Bellefonte plant, he now believes the plant
can be operated safely.

2/05.27 The commentor objects to the December 1995 Record of Decision that allowed DOE to either
initiate purchase of an existing commercial reactor or buy reactor radiation services.  The
commentor is concerned that this decision allows DOE to purchase the Bellefonte plant if it
chooses.  The commentor fears that the checks and balances that are common to private industry
and ensure proper oversight over commercial plants (e.g., external peer, regulatory, and fiscal
reviews) would disappear because DOE nuclear defense facilities are not governed or licensed
by the NRC, nor are they obligated to adhere to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations'
industrial standards of excellence.  The commentor states that if Bellefonte comes on line, it must
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never be allowed to become a government-owned, contractor-operated defense facility that will
go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to ensure it is managed with the safety of the citizens
and the environment as its primary concern.  The commentor also states that DOE's
environmental record has been horrific in the way it conducted its nuclear business during the
Cold War, and that DOE has created numerous Superfund sites that will take years and millions
of dollars to clean up.  The commentor doesn't think it is smart for taxpayers to spend $4.5 billion
on constructing Bellefonte up to this point and then just let the plant sit there and not produce
a return on the investment.  

3/06.05 The commentor asks if the reference to the 1995 Record of Decision can be deleted from the
CLWR Final EIS.  The commentor is concerned that if the reference stays in the EIS, then
somewhere down the line DOE will have the option to purchase the Bellefonte plant and make
it a defense facility.  The commentor is concerned that this might occur 40 years from now at the
end of the Bellefonte plant's lifetime, when the NRC won't renew the plant's license, but there
is still a need for tritium.  The commentor believes that DOE could then buy the plant and
operate it without TVA. The commentor believes that the language referring to this Record of
Decision in the CLWR EIS should be deleted, at least where it pertains to conversion to a
defense facility, and the December 1995 Record of Decision should be amended accordingly.

4/17.03 The commentor is concerned about spent fuel storage.  The commentor states that if the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 mandates that spent fuel will be managed at a national repository, then
DOE should expedite this effort and assist in resolving the siting issues instead of creating
additional onsite spent fuel storage facilities.  The commentor also states that the last major
planning assumption in Section S.3.2.1 on page 17 of the CLWR Draft EIS Summary should be
changed to state that spent fuel rods resulting from the tritium project will be stored in an
existing spent fuel facility until a national repository becomes operational, in accordance with
the 1982 Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

5/14.04 The commentor believes that nothing should be done that puts citizens and the [Tennessee] River
at risk.  The commentor states that one cancer death in 154,000 years is too many.

6/07.04 The commentor believes that Bellefonte can safely do its part for DOE, which includes helping
to keep the nation's nuclear stockpile credible while producing electricity.

Commentor 611 (State Senator Lowell Barron)

1/07.03 The commentor reports that 77 percent of respondents answering a political poll in Jackson
County supported completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production.  The commentor
believes that regional public support for tritium production at the Bellefonte plant is based on the
view that it would provide jobs and keep the nation's military strong.  The commentor supports
tritium production at the Bellefonte plant because it is safe and it is in the best interest of the
nation and the local area.

Commentor 612 (David Thornell)

1/07.03 The commentor has several statements in support of completing the Bellefonte plant for tritium
production from various area officials and organizations, including Mayor Louis Price of
Scottsboro, Alabama; Mayor Glenda Hodges of Woodville, Alabama; Mayor Elizabeth Hayes
of Hollywood, Alabama; the North Alabama Mayor's Association; and the Chamber of
Commerce and its affiliated organizations.  The commentor and his employer enthusiastically
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support completing the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is both a win/win
situation for Jackson County and the nation, and the wisest and best choice.

Commentor 613 (Dutton Mayor Philip Anderson)

1/07.03 The commentor believes that tritium production at the Bellefonte plant would be a very big plus
for all of Jackson County and the surrounding area.  The commentor asks DOE to give serious
consideration to using the Bellefonte plant for tritium production.

Commentor 614 (Leroy Beasley)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his professional association, supports tritium production
at the Bellefonte plant because it is a positive step for TVA, for the region, and for DOE, and it
can provide area residents with things they really need, such as additional electrical capacity.
The commentor presents a petition signed by members of major labor unions at the TVA plants
stating that they have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS, and they endorse and support the
development of the Bellefonte project.  The commentor compares the $1.9 billion cost to
complete the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to the cost of the accelerator option, which
is conservatively estimated to be more than $9 billion.

Commentor 615 (Langston Mayor Butch Vaught)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of the residents of Gurley and Langston, supports
completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it would provide an assured
supply of tritium at the least cost to U.S. taxpayers, as well as much needed employment to an
economically depressed area of the United States.  

Commentor 616 (Joe Buttram)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking for the county commission, supports the completion of Bellefonte as
a nuclear power plant and for tritium production and believes the Bellefonte plant can be
operated safely.  The commentor thinks the people in Jackson County are generally in support
of tritium production at the Bellefonte plant.  The commentor states that there is nothing
inherently dangerous about a United States-produced nuclear weapon.  The commentor believes
those in control of nuclear weapons in other countries are the problem because they do a poor
job of producing them.  The commentor states that if Bellefonte is completed, it will be the best
and safest-designed nuclear plant ever built.  The commentor thinks the dangers of operating the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production would be minuscule, and that it would be good for
Jackson County, the State of Alabama, and surrounding areas in Tennessee and Georgia.  The
commentor states that the risks area residents would be taking if Bellefonte were used for tritium
production would be nothing compared to the risks other folks have taken for the nation’s safety
and freedom from other powers.

Commentor 617 (Ronnie Boles)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his utility board, supports completion of the Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant for tritium production.  The commentor states that he and his fellow board
members are comfortable with both TVA's ability to safely construct and operate this facility and
DOE's ability to safely transport tritium out of the area.  
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Commentor 618 (Richard Ward)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his union, supports DOE and TVA consideration of the
completion of the Bellefonte Plant as a tritium production facility in support of national defense
because using the Bellefonte reactor would be environmentally safe and economically sound.
The commentor states that he and his fellow union members have carefully analyzed the
Congressional Budget Office's cost comparison of the tritium production alternatives, and they
believe it makes no sense to consider any facility other than the Bellefonte reactor for tritium
production.  The commentor urges DOE to select the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as a primary
tritium production source because it would promote a cooperative effort between organized
labor, TVA, and DOE that would save taxpayers billions of dollars.

Commentor 619 (Don Bevill)

1/07.03 The commentor supports TVA and the completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production.

Commentor 620 (Ed Mann)

1/07.03 The commentor states that of all the places where he has prepared environmental impact studies,
he would rate the nuclear facilities at Athens, Alabama, and Spring City, Tennessee, as the finest
examples of TVA’s work.  The commentor states that if these facilities are an example of the
finished product that TVA intends at Bellefonte, somebody should think very seriously about
completing the effort.

2/24.09 The commentor states that, when his group of retired engineers, scientists, and physicists met in
April of last year, someone told them there was absolutely no increase in any kind of disease,
including cancer, in areas where TVA facilities are operating.

Commentor 621 (Carl Lansden)

1/07.03 The commentor encourages DOE to make the CLWR Draft EIS a reality because, after reviewing
it, he finds it difficult to believe that prudence could bring tritium production anyplace else.  The
commentor states that, from an economic standpoint, it is certainly desirable for the facility to
be located in the area, and this is reflected in the EIS.  The commentor applauds the conclusion
that must evolve from the EIS—that the inhabitants of Jackson County will be the beneficiaries
of the prudence displayed by DOE, TVA, and the Congressional Budget Office.

2/23.13 The commentor believes that, for the first time in modern history, the United States is enjoying
a surplus in the national budget, and it would be incomprehensible to turn around and waste
$8 billion to $10 billion to build a facility in South Carolina to accommodate DOE and the
nation's need.  The commentor can't believe that anyone who is functioning and is consistent with
the needs of society would waste that type of money when there are so many other things for
which it could be used.

Commentor 622 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.04 The commentor knows from his experience that TVA operates its plants safely.

2/07.03 The commentor has collected 450 signatures of people that have read the summary of the CLWR
Draft EIS and agree that this is the right thing to do.  The commentor states that they know this
is a win/win situation for TVA, DOE, and the citizens of the United States and Jackson County.
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Commentor 623 (Carol Lomax)

1/04.04 The commentor asks if TVA and DOE will guarantee and promise the citizens of Jackson
County that mixed oxide fuel will never be used at the Bellefonte plant.

2/23.03 The commentor asks, since DOE and the TVA plants are government-owned, when will
everybody in the nation be responsible for TVA's $29 billion in debt, and how soon can
ratepayers expect a rate reduction from the current TVA debt (i.e., why should the ratepayers be
responsible for the proposed action, which they will be, since TVA has so magnanimously
offered some of the money they will be making on the production of electricity to DOE, and why
isn't the rest of the nation paying for the proposed action?).

3/15.01 The commentor states that insurance companies do not cover any losses of any type of nuclear
power plant accident and asks if TVA and DOE or the Price-Anderson Act would provide
100 percent of the cost of replacement for any losses suffered by the residents of Jackson County.
The commentor asks for the name of an expert on Price-Anderson coverage. 

Commentor 624 (Steven Stutts)

1/07.01 The commentor, speaking for his union and a joint labor council of TVA workers, states that the
Bellefonte plant should be selected by DOE as the primary tritium production source to meet
U.S. defense needs because nuclear power is a proven technology that is safe and
environmentally friendly.  The commentor supports this position with the following statements:
Bellefonte can be safely operated on a daily basis by TVA; the proposed accelerator alternative
is a science project at best, since no accelerator of this size has been built or operated before.
TVA's fail-safe mechanisms set the benchmark for the industry.  Bellefonte meets the
requirements of the U.S. Department of Defense because TVA could begin supplying tritium by
2005, as mandated by the Executive Order, while the accelerator would not be able to supply
tritium until 2008.  The Bellefonte option would cost $13 billion less than the accelerator option.
While the Bellefonte option would cost $3 billion; the money spent by DOE to complete the
Bellefonte plant would be repaid to the Federal Government because the revenues from
electricity sales could be paid to DOE to pay off the investment with interest.  Completing
Bellefonte would create 800 permanent jobs and hundreds more indirect jobs, and this would
have a significant economic impact on northeast Alabama, which must be strongly considered.
The commentor states that, if you take all of these factors and add the appropriation of training
for future work and the future generation of crafts, it sends a very strong signal and is very solid
reasoning.  The commentor states that using Bellefonte for tritium production would extend the
past practice of using government-owned facilities for both civil and military purposes, not set
a new precedent for proliferation.

Commentor 625 (Jennifer Stephens)

1/07.03 The commentor favors completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to “bring the
jobs back home” so that area workers won’t be forced to leave their families and seek
employment in other states.  The commentor states that if tritium is not produced at Bellefonte,
it will be produced somewhere else and all of the socioeconomic benefits will go to some other
area of the country.  The commentor does not want this to happen anymore.

2/13.05 The commentor states that, in addition to jobs, completion of Bellefonte for tritium production
would benefit the local economy because workers would spend the money they earn at home, not
on the road.
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Commentor 626 (Delbert Shelton)

1/07.03 The commentor, after touring the Bellefonte plant, states that he was thoroughly impressed with
the safety features in place, and he thoroughly supports the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant for tritium production.

Commentor 627 (Randy Hartwig)

1/07.04 The commentor, speaking for his union of TVA employees, states that they have reviewed the
CLWR Draft EIS, and they agree that the environmental and health impacts associated with
producing tritium in a commercial reactor would be very small.  

2/12.02 The commentor, speaking for his union, agrees that there would be only minimal impact on the
Guntersville Reservoir— less than 0.2 percent of the flow—and only minor impacts to other
aquatic resources.  

3/13.05 The commentor states that his fellow union members were ecstatic about the positive
socioeconomic impacts to the area (800 jobs).

4/14.22 The commentor states that the radiation exposure for residents of Jackson County, including
background radiation and radiation from the Bellefonte reactor operations, would be 355.26
millirem per year, a lower dose than the average for U.S. citizens overall, which is 363 millirem
per year.

5/07.03 The commentor states that no major modifications and only a few minor ones are needed for
large-scale production of tritium at either the Watts Bar or Bellefonte Nuclear Plants.  The
commentor, speaking for his union, believes that Bellefonte should be DOE’s Preferred
Alternative because of its negligible environmental impacts; absence of measurable health
effects; positive economic impacts; flexible tritium production capability to meet ever-changing
needs; the fact that it is a proven technology compared to the Savannah River accelerator option;
the fact that there are no proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and the
controls associated with light water reactors; and the fact that its total cost would be less.  The
commentor, speaking for his union, states that TVA's engineering work force is technically
robust and has consistently demonstrated its ability to solve the most difficult technical and
regulatory challenges, as demonstrated by the recent “1 Rating” given to the Browns Ferry and
Sequoyah Nuclear Plants.

Commentor 628 (Ronald Forster)

1/07.04 The commentor, speaking from his experience, has found TVA's safety and environmental record
to be one of the highest in the industry.  The commentor states that driving a car or smoking
would be much more hazardous than living near the Bellefonte plant (if completed for tritium
production).  The commentor states that tritium production in an operating reactor is proven,
safe, and efficient, and is not an experimental process.  

2/07.01 The commentor’s major concern is as a taxpayer; he fully supports completion of the Bellefonte
plant because it could happen much sooner than construction of the proton accelerator plant.  The
commentor assumes that funding for completion of the Bellefonte plant would come from taxes.
The commentor states that projected funding for completion of the Bellefonte plant would be
approximately $2 billion, while the alternative proton accelerator plant would cost approximately
$9 billion—a cost of $7 billion more to the taxpayers.  
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3/07.03 The commentor states that future operation of the Bellefonte plant would provide a clean source
of electricity for the area and would help meet the nation's increasing demand [for electricity].
The commentor states that a portion of the revenue collected from the sale of electricity would
be returned to repay the taxes used to complete the Bellefonte plant, whereas the proton
accelerator plant would be non income-producing and would carry a lasting debt.

Commentor 629 (Jyles Machen)

1/07.03 The commentor states that he admires TVA and supports the Bellefonte plant facility because
it would be a win for everyone involved.  The commentor encourages a fair and timely decision
by DOE.  The commentor believes the Bellefonte site meets the budget requirements; that by
choosing the Bellefonte plant more than $7 billion in Federal resources and tax dollars would
be saved over the life of the program; that the Bellefonte site can meet DOE’s schedule
requirements because the Unit 1 reactor is more than 85 percent complete and the design
requirements are firm; that it is vitally needed for the region's power grid; the nation will get its
vitally needed tritium for defense, and Savannah River will get the extraction and conversion
facility in South Carolina.  The commentor states that some people say the Markey-Graham
language in the Defense Authorization Bill, which excluded TVA, was parochial, prevented
competition, and would cost billions more to risk an untested accelerator.  The commentor is
pleased that this language was removed in the conference between the House and the Senate.
The commentor states that other people are concerned about nuclear plant safety, but there are
110 nuclear power plants operating in the United States and not a single death by radiation
exposure has been documented.  The commentor believes TVA is up to the job because it is the
nation's largest power producer and its Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants recently
earned the highest performance evaluation rating possible.  The commentor further states that
TVA has new leadership and positive management and can again serve the nation and the region.

2/24.06 The commentor states that tritium produced at Bellefonte will be transported in its solid state to
a new $400 million extraction facility at DOE’s Savannah River site, which will provide
employment for roughly 300 people.

Public Hearing – Evensville, Tennessee
October 8, 1998

Commentor 700 (Steven Smith)

1/06.03 The commentor asks why DOE is talking so much about the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants if,
as reported by the media, TVA has removed the plants from consideration for tritium production.
The commentor understood that DOE would use Watts Bar for tritium production only if there
were problems at the Bellefonte plant, and that DOE’s primary objective is to use the Bellefonte
plant only for tritium production.  The commentor asks for clarification on these points.

2/23.22 The commentor states that using the Watts Bar plant only for tritium production clearly is the
least expensive reactor option and asks why TVA let this option expire.  The commentor
suggests TVA’s reason was to preclude the lower priced option (Watts Bar only) so that Federal
monies could be obtained to finish the Bellefonte Plant.

3/23.16 The commentor requests documentation to support DOE’s conclusion that purchasing irradiation
services at Watts Bar would be less expensive in the near term, but more expensive over the long



Chapter 2 — Comment Documents

2-201

term (plant life-cycle). [Commentor refers to a comparison of the tritium production costs for the
Watts Bar and Bellefonte plants that DOE sent to the U.S. Congress.]

 4/23.04 The commentor asks who would benefit from electricity sales revenues obtained from a
completed Bellefonte Nuclear Plant—the taxpayers, TVA, or DOE? 

5/17.16 The commentor asks if the speaker meant to say that:  (1) reactor units at either the Watts Bar
or Sequoyah plants would generate 75 percent more spent fuel if they were run at the higher rate
required for tritium production; and (2) spent fuel generation would double if tritium were
produced in one of the Bellefonte units.

6/03.03 The commentor asks about the size of DOE’s projected target irradiation goal.

7/17.17 The commentor states that tritium production in excess of 2000 targets per year would generate
additional spent fuel.  The commentor requests clarification concerning whether any of the three
TVA nuclear power plants is capable of managing their existing and projected spent fuel load
and whether adding to it would only complicate the situation.

8/06.05 The commentor asks when DOE would use two or more facilities to avoid exceeding the
Bellefonte plant's spent fuel generation limits.  The commentor believes the analyses that will
determine DOE’s choice to use one or more reactors for tritium production should be made
public because of the implications for TVA ratepayers and U.S. taxpayers.

9/06.06 The commentor is unclear concerning what the dots mean in the “measle chart” on page 3-12 of
the CLWR Draft EIS and on page 18 of the CLWR Draft EIS Summary.  The commentor would
like to see the actual numbers, instead of dots, that were used to analyze the associated impacts
of each alternative.

10/23.05 The commentor believes cost overruns are likely if TVA plants are used for tritium production.
The commentor asks whether the CLWR Final EIS will include information concerning the
potential liability of ratepayers for cost overruns.  If not, the commentor asks why, when a TVA
cost overrun in completing the Bellefonte plant would have socioeconomic impacts on TVA’s
debt reduction plan and, consequently, on area ratepayers.  The commentor requests DOE to
guarantee that the CLWR Final EIS will contain more discussion and analysis of the potential
risks and consequences of cost overruns.  The commentor believes that not doing so would be
a mischaracterization of the NEPA process.

11/02.02 The commentor believes DOE has not made a compelling argument for the United States’ near-
term need for tritium, and that the CLWR Draft EIS is flawed because the numbers for the
current U.S. tritium inventory are not provided. 

12/03.01 The commentor believes that, before U.S. taxpayers are asked to pay several billion dollars for
tritium production, the amount of tritium in U.S. inventories should be declassified and made
publicly available so that citizens can determine when a real need for tritium will arise.

13/02.01 The commentor believes the United States should aggressively pursue the START II Treaty,
which would extend the required date for new tritium production to 2016, or up to 2020, or to
2030.
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14/05.02 The commentor believes the No Action Alternative discussed in the CLWR Draft EIS does not
fully consider no action (i.e., avoiding new tritium production at this time); thus, it is not a true
No Action Alternative under NEPA.

15/01.04 The commentor believes the discussion of nonproliferation impacts and issues in the CLWR
Draft EIS is woefully inadequate.  The commentor believes the United States’ violation of its
own nonproliferation policy, a policy that the United States seeks to impose on other countries,
is hypocritical and encourages other nations to do likewise.  The commentor points out that Janes
Defense Review reports that India got its weapons tritium from a commercial reactor.  The
commentor believes the United States’ nonproliferation concerns have significantly increased
since the CLWR Draft EIS was issued, and there should be greater discussion about
nonproliferation in the CLWR Final EIS. 

16/01.09 The commentor disagrees with the conclusions of the authors of the Interagency Review of the
Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium Production Technologies Under
Consideration by the Department of Energy, and says this document cites no clear historic
examples of using commercial nuclear facilities for military purposes.  The commentor believes
that by basing its assumptions about the nonproliferation impacts of CLWR tritium production
on the examples cited in the Interagency Review, DOE is making an illogical argument and
defying current U.S. nonproliferation policy.

17/23.06 The commentor is disconcerted as a TVA ratepayer to learn that, first, Chairman Crowell stated
in TVA’s 1996 Integrated Resource Plan that TVA will not engage in further nuclear power
plant construction without a full partner, and now, under one of DOE’s tritium production
scenarios, TVA would invest $4.5 billion (essentially its current expenditures for construction
of Bellefonte) into the partnership with DOE, resulting in someone else (DOE) completing the
reactor at no additional cost to the ratepayers.  The commentor believes DOE’s CLWR tritium
production proposal is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to subsidize TVA's attempts to
complete the Bellefonte reactor with taxpayer money.

 
18/23.07 The commentor believes DOE needs to understand how delicate and fragile the contractual

situation is with TVA's distributors, as well as the liabilities related to TVA’s ability to meet the
obligations of its 10-year debt [reduction] plan and the restructuring of the electric utility
environment.  The commentor believes these issues are significant and should be addressed
socioeconomically to evaluate their long-term implications for the Tennessee Valley and for U.S.
taxpayers.

19/06.04 The commentor asks whether the CLWR Final EIS will include information about the
contractual agreements between TVA and DOE and the potential impacts of TVA’s contract
obligations.

 
20/01.02 The commentor thinks the real battle is yet to come before $2 billion is appropriated by the

Congress for this project.
 
Commentor 701 (Ernest Haston)

1/04.01 The commentor requests a comparison of the technical risks associated with the CLWR tritium
production option and the APT option.  The commentor asks whether the technical risks for the
two options will be included in the CLWR Final EIS or only in the final decision.
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2/11.13 The commentor suggests the use of a device that measures wind velocities to gather data on
prevailing winds in the region near the Watts Bar site (this device is already available at the
plant).

Commentor 702 (Ralph Hutchison)

1/05.23 The commentor asks that DOE not try to intimidate or dismiss the public by saying, “Well, we're
not going to do that,” because commentors can only refer to the information they’ve been given.

2/05.30 The commentor states that the analyses of DOE’s “most likely scenario” (2,000 TPBARs) are
not in the CLWR Draft EIS, although some analyses apparently have been done.  The commentor
states that if DOE has a scenario other than those presented in the EIS, a scenario based on
undeveloped, undetermined, secret information, the public can't comment on it, and that is a
frustrating problem.

3/05.04 The commentor asks if DOE is going to pursue both the primary and back-up options (CLWR
or APT) for tritium production; what the terms “primary” and “back-up” mean; and whether both
options have been or will be developed.  

4/23.16 The commentor asks whether DOE’s economic analysis includes the costs of pursuing the
CLWR and APT options as both primary and back-up alternatives to each other. 

5/23.15 The commentor asks what percentage of the accelerator program would DOE actually pay
for—i.e., of the nine billion total, how much is for the design, and vice-versa.

6/05.10 The commentor asks whether there is any incremental release of tritium from the TPBARs being
tested in the Lead Test Assembly tests at Watts Bar.

7/01.02 The commentor wonders whether DOE is aware that the vote on the Markey-Graham
Amendment was close and the U.S. House of Representatives was “pretty solidly in support of
Markey-Graham.”

8/01.05 The commentor wonders whether the Interagency Review panel (on nonproliferation issues
associated with CLWR tritium production), DOE, etc., have decided it is permissible for India,
Iraq, and North Korea to produce tritium in their commercial reactors for use in nuclear weapons.

9/01.01 The commentor thinks that many people are concerned about the United States’ possession of
nuclear weapons.

10/14.05 The commentor asserts that DOE would like the public to believe tritium production would have
little or no environmental impacts, but says the CLWR Draft EIS states that, under the “normal
operations, no accident scenario” for tritium production operations at Watts Bar, releases to the
air would be 60 times higher than current levels, while total tritium releases to water would be
five times greater than normal.  In addition, under normal operations, the annual radiation dose
for people living as far as 50 miles away from the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant would triple as a
result of tritium production. The commentor further states that during accident conditions tritium
releases to the air at Watts Bar would increase by nearly 300 times, and tritium releases to water
would be nearly 30 times higher than normal. The commentor feels it is unfair for DOE to
communicate information in the public meetings that is not found in the EIS.  The commentor
believes that DOE should highlight the actual expected releases of tritium to the environment to
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inform the public that, while the TPBARs were reported to be virtually leakproof a year or so
ago, they are now assumed to leak 1 Curie of tritium per year, which is a lot of tritium.

11/01.04 The commentor states that the attempt made in the CLWR Draft EIS to skirt the significant
nonproliferation concerns of the public by citing four instances of "exceptions to the practice of
differentiating between the U.S. civilian and miliary facilities," each of which involved military
facilities used for civilian purposes, is disingenuous, outrageous, and absurd.  The commentor
states that, while some people believe it is appropriate for us to do what we demand of others,
our government seems to arrogate to itself the privilege of doing whatever it chooses and denying
that same privilege to other countries.  The commentor objects to the statement in the CLWR
Draft EIS declaring that the TVA reactors are technically owned by the U.S. Government,
making them roughly comparable to past instances of government-owned dual-purpose nuclear
facilities.  The commentor believes this statement insults the public’s intelligence and is
duplicitous.  The commentor states that on page F-10 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the response to
the third comment on that page, DOE’s assertion that tritium production is consistent with and
is fully supported by the commitments of the United States under a variety of treaties, including
the Nonproliferation Treaty, is a lie.  The commentor reports that the International Court of
Justice ruled in 1996 that the United States is not upholding its treaty obligations under the
Nonproliferation Treaty, and production of tritium for the sole purpose of maintaining a large
arsenal into the next century directly contradicts the United States’ obligation under Article VI
of the treaty.

12/21.03 The commentor states that, given the half-life of tritium, at least half of any tritium produced in
the year 2005 would not be available when it is truly needed in 2016, so DOE would have to
produce twice as much tritium in 2005 to meet its needs in 2016. The commentor believes that
it doesn’t make sense to produce tritium until it’s needed, and earlier, unnecessary tritium
production only increases the risks and the likelihood of environmental impacts.  

 
13/22.01 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS does not consider the risks of an attack by

hostile forces on the proposed plants, but should do so because they would be making materials
essential to the U.S. arsenal of nuclear weapons and would be the least protected and safeguarded
of all U.S. nuclear weapons facilities.

 
14/05.05 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS says conversion of the Bellefonte plant to fossil

fuel is independent of this EIS, but also says such conversion would not occur until after a
decision is made regarding the role of Bellefonte 1 and 2 in tritium production—indicating that
conversion is dependent on the outcome of this EIS and the Bellefonte conversion EIS has been
held up pending completion of this CLWR EIS.  The commentor believes the CLWR EIS should
acknowledge this fact.

15/13.08 The commentor states that, regarding environmental justice, it's not enough to assert that the
impacts are not being disproportionately visited on people of color or low-income communities,
nor is it adequate to disguise the adverse impacts on specific populations by describing a wide
circle around the plant and making generalizations about the population living there.  For
example, the closest community to the Sequoyah plant is Soddy-Daisy, whose population is at
less than half the income level for Hamilton County, which is circumscribed by a large circle.

 
16/20.02 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS fails to include a comparison of the eventual

costs of decontaminating and decommissioning Bellefonte as a nuclear site and as a fossil fuel
electricity generating plant—which it should do, since those are the two possible futures for the
plant.
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17/01.10 The commentor states that the response to the final comment on page F-12 of the CLWR Draft
EIS asserts that, “moral and ethical issues are beyond the scope of the Environmental Impact
Statement.”  The commentor reminds DOE that NEPA clearly states an EIS must consider the
whole of the human environment.  The commentor believes that decisions to protect the natural
environment and wildlife are moral ones, as are the inclusion of environmental justice concerns
and economic issues, and it is possible to consider and even quantify the effects of many moral
decisions.  The commentor states that moral and ethical issues are already abundant in this EIS,
and the issues raised in the scoping meeting, while uncomfortable to contemplate and difficult
to quantify, deserve full consideration throughout this decision-making process.  The commentor
asks that DOE not forget that the CLWR EIS is about the making of weapons of mass
destruction, which is a monstrous thing.

Commentor 703 (Ann Harris)

1/11.01 The commentor asks for a description of TVA’s current wastewater program and procedures for
cleaning up the reactor coolant wastewater prior to releasing it into the river; the schedule for
testing the program to ensure its reliability; the criteria the NRC uses to monitor the program; and
where this criteria may be found.

2/11.04 The commentor asks:  (1) who is ultimately accountable for determining how much tritium can
be released into the Tennessee River; (2) who has the authority to determine whether the
procedures for the current wastewater program are correct; and (3) is the current program capable
of providing complete and accurate numbers for the amounts of tritium that would be released
into the river.

 
3/03.03 The commentor asks where in the CLWR EIS is it explained that, to meet its annual tritium

production requirements, DOE probably would use a combination of the Watts Bar, Sequoyah,
and Bellefonte Nuclear Plants.  The commentor feels this information is hidden in the document.

4/18.05 The commentor asks whether transporting TPBARs from three different reactors in two states
would increase the opportunities for a transportation accident.

5/18.06 The commentor asks whether DOE plans for a single truck to pick up irradiated TPBARs at each
reactor and transport them collectively to the Savannah River Site.

6/24.13 The commentor asks for clarification concerning the cumulative effects of using three reactors
simultaneously at three different sites.

7/19.06 The commentor asks why DOE assumed the failure of two TPBARS, which the commentor
understands to be the national average, instead of the failure rate experienced by TVA alone.

8/14.03 The commentor asks whether DOE’s analyses of the impacts of tritium production on the
affected environment are based on current prevailing winds.  The commentor points out that,
according to the National Weather Service, 90 percent of the prevailing winds in the local area
come straight up from Alabama to the [Tennessee] state line and do not expand widely.  The
commentor states that the graphics in the CLWR Draft EIS used to illustrate the area should be
corrected because the lines run 50 miles in any one direction and do not reflect the national
average for these valleys.
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9/05.17 The commentor suggests DOE should not use five- and six-year old documentation for the
CLWR EIS because Bellefonte hasn't had an EIS in this decade; the EIS for Watts Bar is three
years old; and there have been some major weather changes recently.

 
10/14.02 The commentor reports that, according to the International Geological Society and the National

Geology Group, it’s improper to use a 50-mile radius around each of the TVA plants for impact
analyses in this particular region.  The commentor, therefore, believes the maximum
meteorological impact assumed in the CLWR EIS in order to multiply that impact for the entire
50-mile radius is understated.  The commentor suggests shaping these areas more like an oblong
than a circle to account for the narrow corridor in which the prevailing winds move.

11/23.10 The commentor asks for clarification on DOE’s position that, if TVA has an overrun on their bid
for tritium production, DOE will not share in it and the overrun will be handled by TVA.  The
commentor asks what TVA will do in the case of a cost overrun.

12/15.01 The commentor wants DOE to address in the CLWR EIS how replacement costs for damage to
private property would be handled if an accident occurs.

13/09.06 The commentor wants DOE to address in the CLWR EIS how TVA, the NRC, and DOE will
establish a safe work environment where workers are free to raise safety issues.  The commentor
wants DOE to address in the EIS how workers will be protected from management abuse to the
greatest and furthest extent of the law.  The commentor asks the source for the numbers quoted
in the EIS regarding abused employees that have been harmed as a result of raising safety issues
at TVA.  

Commentor 704 (Michelle Conlon)

1/05.18 The commentor believes the EIS process is very one-sided and thinks DOE and other Federal
agencies may need to review it.

2/05.19 The commentor would like to see DOE’s presentation of the CLWR EIS information to the
public accompanied by a presentation from an independent reviewer.

3/14.23 The commentor thinks the DOE presentation failed to sufficiently emphasize the high
radioactivity of tritium.

4/03.01 The commentor asks whether the amount of tritium currently stored in U.S. Government
inventories is public knowledge, and if not, why not.  The commentor believes the public needs
to know the exact amount to make an informed decision about CLWR tritium production.

5/19.12 The commentor asks why DOE says the TPBARs would be under less stress in the reactor core
than standard burnable absorber rods.

6/01.12 The commentor asks why DOE and the Federal Government are moving so quickly on tritium
production, and why Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson believes he has to make the technology
decision before the end of the calendar year.

7/24.06 The commentor asks whether DOE plans to proceed with extracting tritium from the irradiated
TPBARs immediately after their arrival at the Savannah River Site and, if not, how long the
irradiated TPBARs might be stored at the site.
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8/02.02 The commentor questions the need to produce tritium by 2005 to 2007 if the plan calls for
storing the tritium while it decays (i.e., wouldn’t it be better to produce tritium only when it is
actually needed?).

9/05.10 The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Watts Bar reactor to conduct the
Lead Test Assembly tests.  The commentor is pleased to note that another person thought it was
important for DOE to report the results of the Watts Bar Lead Test Assembly test because the
commentor believes such information is critical to the EIS process.

 
10/24.22 The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Advanced Test Reactor.

11/06.04 The commentor points to text in the CLWR EIS Summary document that describes DOE’s dual
track approach for tritium production and asks when DOE plans to exercise its option to purchase
irradiation services.

12/23.01 The commentor wishes to make it clear that the ratepayers in Tennessee are ultimately
responsible for the costs currently being incurred by TVA for the construction of Bellefonte
(TVA issues bonds, but the bonds are the responsibility of the ratepayers).  The commentor states
that, as a result, the Federal Government’s argument that it already owns the TVA plants is thin.

13/21.04 The commentor asks when the NRC’s review of the Production Core Topical Report and its
plant-specific reviews will be available to the public.

14/07.06 The commentor states that constructing the Bellefonte plant as a natural gas facility is just as
viable as completing Bellefonte as some nuclear facility with tritium production, and both would
create jobs.

15/07.02 The commentor doesn’t believe that residents of the Tennessee Valley need this project to
survive.  The commentor, as a young person, doesn’t want to live with this legacy in the
Tennessee Valley and encourages DOE not to proceed with the decision to produce tritium in
a civilian nuclear power plant.

16/23.10 The commentor is extremely uncomfortable with ratepayers in the Tennessee Valley being asked
to subsidize DOE’s nuclear power program.

Commentor 705 (Bill Monroe)

1/21.01 The commentor asks whether TVA would expect the operational technical specification limits
to remain the same under tritium production.

Commentor 706 (Greg DeCamp)

1/06.03 The commentor requests clarification about which of the 18 CLWR tritium production
alternatives remains practically viable after the expiration of TVA’s irradiation services offer
(i.e., how many of the 18 options are really practical at this point?).  The commentor asks if TVA
and DOE are in agreement that, despite TVA’s withdrawal/expiration of its offer to sell/lease the
irradiation services of the Watts Bar plant, all five of the TVA reactors are still being considered
for tritium production. 

2/23.08 The commentor asks if TVA’s offer for tritium production includes a fixed price.
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3/23.09 The commentor thinks the CLWR EIS would benefit from including more information about the
actual costs of the various alternatives and the implications of the costs for the specific economic
proposals being considered (e.g., if the project costs $1.9 billion, who will be responsible for
supplying the rest of the money if the costs exceed the fixed price?).

4/23.10 The commentor asks if TVA plans to pass on the cost of an overrun on its fixed price contract
with DOE to ratepayers and, if not, is TVA subsidized by some other means.

5/24.10 The commentor asks for clarification of a statement found in the CLWR Draft EIS summary that
indicates no design changes would be necessary to complete Bellefonte for tritium production.
The commentor suggests the clarification be added to the summary document for the CLWR
Final EIS.

Commentor 707 (Michelle Caratoo)

1/06.05 The commentor asks to know if DOE’s preferred choice for tritium production would involve
several different sites.  The commentor believes it might simplify the process if all the necessary
activities were performed at one site.

2/18.07 The commentor believes the additional shipping requirements for tritium production are likely
to cause accidents and traffic problems.  The commentor believes the transportation accident risk
found in the CLWR Draft EIS is exceedingly low—less than one fatal accident per hundred
thousand years is unrealistic.  The commentor wonders whether other agencies like the
Tennessee Emergency Management Agency or Federal Emergency Management Agency have
plans to deal with any accidents, because accidents are inevitable in any line of work.

3/02.02 The commentor asks if the new tritium produced between 2005 and 2007 would likely decay if
it has to wait 20 years before it's used and, if so, wouldn't it be better to produce it only when it
is actually needed.  The commentor asks why new tritium production couldn’t wait until 2017
if the United States does not need tritium until 2020.  The commentor thinks that, if we don't
need tritium until 2020, perhaps we can spend a little more time investigating different ways to
make it, and maybe the accelerator or some other way would be a simpler procedure.

4/24.03 The commentor asks if the amount of tritium now possessed by the United States is losing its
efficiency or is leaking somewhat and, if so, is there no way to prevent this loss.

5/01.04 The commentor considers the Nonproliferation Treaty to be something important that the country
has signed and believes we need to start keeping our treaties.  

6/01.09 The commentor doesn't want other countries to use their civilian nuclear facilities for military
purposes, so the United States needs to set a good example and do likewise.  The commentor
doesn't recall any other place in the United States where new nuclear facilities to produce energy
or military products are being used.  The commentor wonders why TVA is opening a new facility
at this time.  The commentor believes this activity is contrary to the current national trend, and
there is probably a good reason for that trend. 

7/08.02 The commentor is concerned that there is so much left from past [weapons] projects to clean up,
such as at Oak Ridge and other facilities.  The commentor wonders who is responsible for doing
that and whether that's something we also could be working on at the same time.
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8/23.13 The commentor believes it doesn't make sense to start a new project when the previous ones
haven't been completed and these would probably take a great number of brilliant engineering
minds and many jobs to clean up.  The commentor would like to see the U.S. Government work
on that, starting now—perhaps with the use of Superfund monies  The commentor would like
part of the Federal budget to be spent developing more renewable energy resources for the
present and the future instead of starting new nuclear projects.

9/05.24 The commentor invites DOE to do a presentation on CLWR tritium production in Nashville,
Tennessee.

10/12.01 The commentor is concerned that TVA is divesting some of its recreational properties, like the
Land Between the Lakes, and putting so much energy into this project.  The commentor would
like TVA to keep that project and maybe turn it over to the Wildlife Resources Agency or some
other agency to maintain.  The commentor believes it is not fair to take land from private citizens
for valley uses and then just dump it to some other agency; the land should go back to the people
or some other thing like that.

 
11/23.11 The commentor is concerned about TVA's debt—maybe TVA should take a little breather before

starting another project and incurring more debt.  

12/20.04 The commentor is concerned that the costs for eventually mothballing and decontaminating
TVA's plants will be very high and this issue was not addressed in the CLWR Draft EIS.  

13/24.02 The commentor is concerned that, whether we're producing electricity or making tritium, it seems
like we pick the most complicated processes—like nuclear energy, which is a very complicated
way to make steam or heat or boil water.  The commentor wonders if using highly complicated
processes make mistakes and failures more likely.  The commentor suggests more time should
be spent figuring out how to make the process (nuclear power) safe, or it should be abandoned
until we can find a safer way to do this.

 14/20.01 The commentor wonders who will be responsible for the cleanup of this project, because many
jobs could be created by cleaning up past projects. 

15/13.05 The commentor believes tritium production may not be the best way to create jobs.

16/04.04 The commentor states that burning uranium and mixed oxide fuels, as is occurring at Oak Ridge,
is not an acceptable way of dealing with the waste.  The commentor would like to see the
development of a better way of dealing with it.  

17/14.24 The commentor believes the cancer fatalities listed under environmental impacts in the EIS are
exceedingly low and inaccurate, if recent newspaper stories are true.

18/20.03 The commentor thinks DOE and TVA should consider the long-term effects and the cleanup and
the decontamination aspects of CLWR tritium production, which are all parts of the process,
before starting such a project.

Commentor 708 (Bill Griffith)

1/07.03 The commentor and his employer have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS and offer their
compliments to DOE on its thoroughness.  The commentor also agrees with the EIS conclusions
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concerning the public safety and environmental impacts of CLWR tritium production at the
Bellefonte nuclear power station.

Commentor 709 (Fred Boggess)

1/07.03 The commentor and his labor union agree with the conclusions of the CLWR Draft EIS and
support completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is both economical
and good for the taxpayers and ratepayers of the valley.  

Commentor 710 (Leroy Beasley)

1/07.04 The commentor believes the Bellefonte plant is probably the safest and the best documented
nuclear plant that TVA has, and that the plant would “stand head and shoulders” above most of
the nuclear plants designed in America.  The commentor has no concerns about the safety of
TVA’s other nuclear plants.  

2/07.03 The commentor and his organization have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS, and they accept and
support its conclusions about the completion of the Bellefonte nuclear plant.

Commentor 711 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.04 The commentor and his organization are confident that TVA’s nuclear plants are safe.  The
commentor recognizes the need for tritium to preserve the U.S. nuclear deterrent.  The
commentor takes issue with charges that TVA is always “over budget and over schedule,” citing
record performance at the Sequoyah plant.  The commentor brought a petition to the last public
meeting with 450 signatures of people, mostly engineers, who had read the CLWR Draft EIS
summary and agreed with its conclusions. The commentor has brought an additional 69
signatures to present to this meeting and states that his organization, the engineers at the
Sequoyah plant, and many people from the Bellefonte plant are in full support of CLWR tritium
production.  The commentor believes CLWR tritium production is the right thing for the people
of the valley and of the nation because all the people can benefit from it and it will save the
ratepayers a lot of money.

Commentor 712 (Linda Ewald)

1/10.03 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of the increased risk of environmental
contamination.

2/14.04 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of human health hazards.

3/16.04 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of nuclear waste production.

4/01.10 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of the immorality of its use in nuclear
weapons.

5/02.02 The commentor believes the United States does not need tritium by the year 2005.  By DOE's
calculations, the United States can maintain its current, huge arsenal without producing tritium
until 2016.  The commentor believes that if the [U.S. nuclear] arsenal is reduced, as experts
claim it can and should be, no new tritium would be needed until 2032.  The commentor believes
that Federal funding to begin tritium production by 2005 would be wasted because, with
tritium’s decay rate, half of the tritium produced would be gone by the time it is actually used.
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6/23.13 The commentor suggests the $2 billion for tritium production would be better used to create
20,000 valuable jobs.

7/01.04 The commentor believes that CLWR tritium production would be a violation of the 1970 Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty.  The commentor thinks it is hypocritical for the United States to criticize
other nations for their use of commercial reactors to produce nuclear weapons material while we
make plans to produce tritium in our civilian reactors.  The commentor states that, as a taxpayer,
a ratepayer, and a human being, she does not want to support the production of tritium or any
other nuclear weapons material.  The commentor thinks that weapons of mass destruction
threaten all of creation, and DOE’s CLWR tritium production proposal sets a precedent that will
destroy the United States’ national nonproliferation efforts.  The commentor urges the
individuals with the power to make decisions to consider the long-term consequences of tritium
production and whether the short-term gain is worth the risks to our health, our home, and our
future.

Commentor 713 (Steve Tanner)
 
1/05.20 The commentor commends DOE and TVA for the thoroughness and depth of the CLWR Draft

EIS.  The commentor believes that all the potential impacts have been identified and thoroughly
evaluated.

 
2/23.15 The commentor believes the APT option is a way for some people to fund their own retirements

through a pork barrel program paid for by taxpayer dollars.

3/01.02 The commentor believes that political considerations are the only reason for proposing to site the
accelerator in South Carolina.  The commentor is pleased that, in making decisions about tritium
production, some members of Congress have kept DOE on the steady path of determining what
is best for the United States and have supported basing the decision on merit, not politics.

4/01.04 The commentor believes that, until total world nuclear disarmament is achieved, the right action
is for the United States to maintain a safe and reliable nuclear deterrent, which will require
tritium.  The commentor believes that building an accelerator as a new nuclear defense
production facility that is part of the nuclear weapons complex is not the right action because:
(1) the accelerator facility would be capable of producing fissile materials such as plutonium and
uranium and would be controlled by the nuclear weapons complex; (2) it probably would not be
subject to International Atomic Energy Agency accountability inspections; and (3) it would use
technology that is not under current export controls, carries high risk and has major proliferation
implications.  The commentor believes that DOE's purchase of irradiation services through a
financial arrangement with TVA that allows the completion of Bellefonte is consistent with the
direction the United States has been taking regarding military versus civilian technology uses.
The commentor thinks that DOE’s dual-use technology policy recognizes that the nation can no
longer afford to maintain two distinct industrial bases and allows the armed forces to exploit
commercial industry’s rate of innovation to meet defense needs.

 
5/07.01 The commentor believes the right action for tritium production is to use a CLWR because it

would support the dual-use technology policy.  The commentor believes tritium production
would not violate any laws, treaties, or policies.  The commentor believes tritium production
would provide greater government control in the DOE nuclear weapons complex, which is
managed by private sector companies who are in business for profit, while TVA reactors are
managed and operated by government employees.
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6/06.05 The commentor recommends that DOE identify the Bellefonte facility (backed up by the
Watts Bar as needed) as its Preferred Alternative in the CLWR Final EIS.

7/04.01 The commentor requests DOE to move expeditiously to eliminate any further funding of the APT
project or, at a minimum, rename that project the "Fund Our Retirement Production of Tritium"
project.  

Commentor 714 (Clyde Caldwell)
 
1/07.03 The commentor states that he, together with his union and the members of his local trades and

labor council, favors completing the Bellefonte plant because it is a win-win situation for the
country, TVA, and the citizens of this valley.  The commentor informs DOE that TVA has a $4.5
million investment sitting in northern Alabama and, because of the number of construction
workers required, completing and operating Bellefonte for tritium production will provide
employment and associated economic benefits not only for northern Alabama, but also for
eastern Tennessee and all the way to Birmingham (in central Alabama).  The commentor states
that completion of the Bellefonte plant would allow TVA to recoup part of its $4.5 million
investment while producing badly-needed tritium to secure public safety and security.  The
commentor states that the Bellefonte plant is one of the highest quality plants that's ever been
built in the nuclear industry.  The commentor, because of the lessons learned in completing the
Watts Bar plant, does not anticipate significant problems in completing the Bellefonte plant and
encourages DOE to use the Bellefonte facility for tritium production.  The commentor is not
concerned about the safety of TVA nuclear plants.  The commentor states that safety is not a
major concern of the people he represents because they intend to operate the [TVA] plants and
build them as safely as they can be built.  The commentor believes that nuclear is a clean, safe
power source.  The commentor points out that, although he’s heard about the danger of tritium,
he has some tritium on his watch face and has seen it in nursery decorations and other things for
children.  The commentor believes tritium production is necessary because the United States
cannot defend itself without nuclear weapons. 

2/24.11 The commentor wants to make it clear that TVA will own the facility and at no time will it be
sold or given to DOE.  

Commentor 715 (Ronald Forster)
 
1/07.03 The commentor and his company have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS and agree wholeheartedly

with the safe production of tritium in a CLWR.  The commentor, after investigating regional
electricity rates, believes an increase in TVA’s rates would be justified in return for enabling
TVA to pay off some debt, change the liability of the Bellefonte plant into an electricity-
producing asset, and use the revenues from Bellefonte to repay some of the tax monies used to
complete the plant.  The commentor, as a taxpayer, wants to see things completed sooner rather
than later and believes the Bellefonte plant would be completed sooner for tritium production
than the accelerator.  The commentor believes the United States needs to have the availability
of a tritium production source and needs to make the decision about where to produce it.  The
commentor believes completion of the Bellefonte plant makes sense to meet the increasing need
for electricity in the area and to help stabilize rates.  The commentor believes that $2 billion to
complete Bellefonte for tritium production, relying on a well documented technology that works
better than expected, versus $9 billion to build an accelerator for tritium production, using an
untested, unknown, experimental version of the technology, should be a logical decision for
taxpayers.
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Commentor 716 (Jennifer Stephens)

1/07.03 The commentor favors completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to “bring the
jobs back home” so that area workers won’t be forced to leave their families and seek
employment in other states.  The commentor states that, in addition to jobs, completion of
Bellefonte for tritium production would benefit the local economy because workers will spend
the money they earn at home, not on the road.  The commentor states that, if tritium is not
produced at Bellefonte, it will be produced somewhere else and all of the socioeconomic benefits
will go to some other area of the country.  The commentor does not want this to happen anymore.

Commentor 717 (James Roberson)

1/07.04 The commentor supports TVA management and employees in operating a tritium-producing
facility because they have proven they can handle related plants and projects for the people of
the United States.  The commentor states that the Tennessee Valley has expertise available [to
support tritium production].

Commentor 718 (Rex Wilson)

1/07.03 The commentor and his labor union urge the completion of Bellefonte and the use of Sequoyah
and Watts Bar as backup units.  The commentor appreciates TVA for bringing electricity to the
area.  The commentor believes TVA is fair with people.  The commentor urges DOE to do the
right thing and select Bellefonte, finish it, use it, and then use Watts Bar and Sequoyah as backup
units to bring some jobs in the area.

Commentor 719 (Mark Wheeler)

1/03.01 The commentor asks if the U.S. tritium supply is classified.  The commentor wonders how
persons who have access to that classified information can say we need more tritium by 2005,
but others who don't have access can come up with figures like 2016 and 20 years and 30 years
down the road.  The commentor is not willing to make an assumption and risk national security.

2/23.15 The commentor understands the cost of the Bellefonte option is estimated at about $2 billion, and
the accelerator at the Savannah River Site would cost about $9 billion.  The commentor suggests
the cost estimates for each option indicate which is the best.

3/07.03 The commentor believes that, as tritium production will occur somewhere, it should be done in
the local area where area residents can benefit from it.  The commentor and his labor union
strongly support tritium production at Bellefonte because it will be safe, great for the country,
and great for the Tennessee Valley.

4/05.20 The commentor thinks the CLWR Draft EIS does an excellent job covering the options and
statistics.

5/07.04 The commentor, who works at the Sequoyah plant, has absolutely no safety concerns and is very
impressed with the plant's redundant safety systems.  The commentor, speaking as an official of
his labor union, states that the workers know how safe the plant is and if they thought anything
was unsafe, they would be opposed to building these plants. 
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Commentor 720 (Terry Johnson)

1/01.01 The commentor believes the United States' nuclear deterrence policy and program has worked,
and we need to continue to make it work.

 
2/08.02 The commentor thinks one of the biggest problems affecting CLWR tritium production is that,

because of past history, we don't trust each other.
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The following commentors (800 through 835) made comments at the
December 14, 1998, public meeting concerning TVA’s latest proposals
to DOE for use of Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte.
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Public Hearing – Evensville, Tennessee
December 14, 1998

Commentor 800 (John Johnson)

1/24.24 The commentor asks what “point of departure” means as used in the slide presentation.

2/23.02 The commentor asks that, given the costs of $11 billion and 23 years to complete the Watts Bar
Plant, why does DOE think they can complete the Bellefonte Plant for less.

3/16.01 The commentor asks what DOE will do with the nuclear waste generated by tritium production.

4/05.31 The commentor states that it is bad timing to hold the meeting during the holiday season and
complains that he did not receive any personal notice of the meeting, although he is on the
stakeholder mailing list.

5/01.04 The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production because it violates the spirit of the
Nonproliferation Treaty and sends a wrong message to other countries.  

6/01.01 The commentor states that the Cold War is over.  The commentor urges DOE to obtain tritium from
existing nuclear weapons.  The commentor states that tritium production will subvert the human race
to the will of the national security state, serves the imperatives of technology, is all about money,
greed, and death, and demands that DOE cease and desist in its tritium production plans at once.

7/24.21 The commentor asks what DOE will do if TVA is dismantled as a result of deregulation.

8/24.19 The commentor asks if DOE and TVA are in Y2K compliance.

9/08.02 The commentor states that DOE’s track record belies its promises.

Commentor 801 (Ronnie Boles)

1/06.03 The commentor asks whether TVA has a legal or contractual obligation to partner with DOE on any
of the current tritium proposals.

Commentor 802 (Michelle Conlon)

1/05.27 The commentor asks whether DOE still has the option to buy a reactor.

2/23.23 The commentor asks what effect irradiation services at Watts Bar and Sequoyah Plants will have
on ratepayers, and whether electric rates would change.

3/05.10 The commentor asks what will be done with the TPBARs used in the Lead Test Assembly
demonstration at Watts Bar and when will it be completed.  Since tritium will not be extracted from
the TPBARs used in the lead test assembly demonstration, how will we know the production
process works without extracting the tritium.

4/05.31 The commentor criticizes the process and states that it appears there has been a lot of discussion
after the public comment period was closed.  The commentor suggests DOE do things differently
in the future.  The commentor complains that she did not get copies of Chairman Crowell’s letter
before this meeting and says this is unfair.



Chapter 2 — Comment Documents

2-217

5/01.15 The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

The commentor submits the following document along with her written statement: Zerriffi, Hisham
and Herbert Scoville, Jr., Tritium: The Environmental, Health, Budgetary, and Strategic Effects of
the Department of Energy’s Decision to Produce Tritium, Institute for Energy and Environmental
Research, Takoma Park, Maryland, January 1996.

Commentor 803 (Steven Smith)

1/23.24 The commentor asks for clarification regarding the [cost] numbers given for the Watts Bar and
Sequoyah Plants in the presentation.  What is the breakdown that led to TVA’s estimate of $85
million for irradiation services.  The commentor further suggests that TVA is inflating the taxpayer
costs to make the Bellefonte option more attractive.

 2/01.07 The commentor asks why DOE cannot use off-spec blended-down HEU at Sequoyah for tritium
production.

 3/08.02 The commentor states that every place DOE has made tritium is now a nuclear waste site, and asks
why DOE cannot be honest about it.

4/24.31 The commentor asks why TVA proposed only 25 years, noting that the Watts Bar Plant came on line
in 1986-1987, and should theoretically have 30 years left for tritium production.

5/05.31 The commentor complains that there was not enough time to respond to the meeting notice.
 
6/01.04 The commentor states that he is opposed to the use of CLWRs for tritium production since,

regardless of which option is chosen, the nonproliferation issue remains.

7/01.15 The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

8/23.05 The commentor states that the Bellefonte option is a risk to ratepayers because of the danger of cost
overruns.  The commentor warns that ratepayers will “foot the bill” if Bellefonte cannot be
completed for under $2 billion, and the commentor believes it cannot be done.

9/05.05 The commentor states that TVA should submit to the record its three scenarios for Bellefonte from
its completion plan.

10/07.03 The commentor states that only those persons in Alabama who will benefit directly from completion
of Bellefonte support this option; a silent majority oppose it.

11/02.01 The commentor states that DOE should not commit to using Bellefonte while arms reduction efforts
are moving ahead.

Commentor 804 (Cheryll Dyer)

1/05.27 The commentor asks if TVA is overseen by the state and OSHA regulations, and would this
oversight cease if TVA partners with DOE to produce tritium.
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Commentor 805 (Ralph Galt)

1/01.04 The commentor asks whether it is true that the United States promoted the Nonproliferation Treaty
to encourage the world’s weapons states to stop production and reduce their stockpiles and to
persuade nonweapons states to not make nuclear weapons.  The commentor asks whether the U.S.
Government is violating the Nonproliferation Treaty by making new nuclear weapons.  The
commentor asks whether the United States is working towards further reductions or maintaining the
high level of the stockpile.  The commentor asks whether the United States is required to wait for
the Russians to ratify the START II treaty before making the agreed-upon reductions. Does the
United States have to wait for the international community to agree to arms reduction before it can
reduce its nuclear weapons stockpiles.  The commentor asks whether U.S. law takes precedence
over the Nonproliferation Treaty.

Commentor 806 (Mike Womacks)

1/23.25 The commentor asks how TVA can reduce its estimated costs for completing the Bellefonte Plant
for tritium production.  The commentor asks whether ratepayers would have to pay more to make
up the $.5 billion difference.

2/23.07 The commentor asks whether residents of Scottsboro, Alabama, would see their rates go up or down
as a result of tritium production at Bellefonte.

3/13.05 The commentor states that citizens of Jackson County will not receive the benefit of either short-
or long-term jobs.

4/01.02 The commentor states that congressional support is not universal, and the majority of local citizens
are not in favor of using Bellefonte for tritium production.

5/23.22 The commentor asks why TVA did not include the negative EIS comments in their latest offer letter
to DOE.

6/13.06 The commentor states that, if Bellefonte is used, local property values will go down and taxes will
go up and that the local school system cannot support the extra students.

7/07.06 The commentor states that he supports Bellefonte being converted to a natural gas facility.

8/02.01 The commentor states that the United States has enough nuclear bombs, so it is not necessary to
make more tritium.

9/07.07 The commentor suggests that if it is necessary to make tritium, DOE use an existing facility rather
than contaminate a new area.

Commentor 807 (Linda Ewald)

1/01.13 The commentor asks what is special nuclear material, and why tritium is not a special nuclear
material.

Commentor 808 (Ernie Chaput)

1/05.29 The commentor asks if the Secretary would make the technology decision before the final tritium
production EISs (CLWR and APT) are completed.
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2/05.32 The commentor asks how DOE can make a technology decision when the EIS has not been
completed and questions on the safety analysis and environmental impacts in the CLWR Draft EIS
have not been addressed.  The commentor asks whether the Secretary could change his decision
after the final EISs (CLWR and APT) are published.  The commentor suggests that DOE is ahead
of the NEPA process in making the technology decision before the safety issues are identified and
publicly addressed in the final CLWR and APT EISs.

3/03.04 The commentor, citing the 2.5 kilogram requirement, says that the CLWR Draft EIS isn’t clear as
to how many reactors would be needed. The commentor asks whether the Bellefonte option refers
to Bellefonte only, or to Bellefonte and another reactor, and would two reactors be used for tritium
production in all cases.  The commentor asks where in the CLWR Draft EIS does it mention a 12-
month cycle for tritium production at Bellefonte?  The commentor asks whether DOE submitted
materials to the NRC for review and whether the NRC is reviewing the 12-month cycle option.

4/24.31 The commentor asks why TVA’s irradiation services proposal is for 25 years when the original
programmatic proposal was for 40 years. The commentor also asks whether the requirements had
changed.

Commentor 809 (Gary Drinkard)

1/23.23 The commentor asks whether residents of Rhea County would receive a tax break for the risks
associated with tritium production at Watts Bar and Sequoyah.

2/05.31 The commentor notes that the meeting was called hastily, suggesting that DOE prefers the Watts Bar
and Sequoyah option and speculating whether DOE was tipping its hand.

3/05.29 The commentor asks why “input from area residents” was not included in the decision criteria
shown in the presentation.

Commentor 810 (Fred Boggess)

1/21.08 The commentor asks whether the license to finish the Bellefonte unit is still in effect.

2/23.26 The commentor also asks whether TVA has begun paying back the principal on the debt.

3/23.27 The commentor asks whether DOE has determined which reactor method is the most economical
way to produce tritium over the 25- or 30-year production period.

Commentor 811 (Ann Harris)

1/01.06 The commentor asks why DOE has not made it clear that the IAEA does not do any kind of
evaluations – they accept the word of the U.S. reactors.

2/19.14 The commentor asks who is going to fabricate the tritium rods that DOE would use in the Watts Bar
reactor.  The commentor asks whether DOE will examine the fabricator’s past performance
specifically with regards to cladding.  The commentor notes there is massive decay of the cladding
in the rods that would cut down on the production of Watts Bar, and suggests that DOE would
derate the plant even more.  The commentor also asks whether one-cycle use would cut power
production at Watts Bar.
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3/24.25 The commentor notes that both EPA and the Occupational, Safety, and Health Administration say
they have Memorandums of Understanding with TVA that allow an exchange of paperwork instead
of onsite inspections.  The commentor asks where he can obtain copies of these Memorandums of
Understanding.

4/01.14 The commentor asks DOE to consider buying the 14 kilograms of tritium available from a Canadian
source.

5/14.04 The commentor expresses concern that tritiated water is readily absorbed by the human body and
by metal. The commentor is concerned that using Watts Bar for tritium production will turn it into
a superfund site, since the Watts Bar Plant metal structures will absorb the tritium.

6/14.25 The commentor quotes statistics on the dangers of tritium and calls it “nuclear thalidomide.”

7/09.10 The commentor expresses concern about the safety of the primary coolant system at the Sequoyah
and Watts Bar Plants, saying the systems are badly designed and are virtually inoperable at any
given time.

8/01.15 The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

Commentor 812 (Jackie Kittrell)

1/05.26 The commentor asks what steps will occur once the Secretary makes his technology decision at the
end of the month, and will there be opportunities for public input during this process.

2/21.07 The commentor asks what would be the NRC time line for licensing once a decision has been made
to use Watts Bar for tritium production.

Commentor 813 (Jimmy Wilkey, Rhea County Executive)

1/24.27 The commentor asks if TVA was the only organization to offer a bid in response to DOE’s Request
for Proposals for CLWR tritium production.

2/13.07 The commentor asks whether the economic impact of using Watts Bar or Sequoyah for tritium
production would be positive or negative.  The commentor also asks that the welfare of the citizens
of Rhea County be included in DOE’s deliberations and notes that Bellefonte would have greater
and more positive economic impact.

Commentor 814 (Ronald Forster)

1/24.26 The commentor asks whether tritium production would shorten the life span of the Watts Bar or
Sequoyah units.

2/07.08 The commentor states that he favors the completion of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium production
because it would produce additional electricity, provide economic benefits to the region, and enable
a payback of taxpayer dollars.  The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production at
Watts Bar and Sequoyah because it could reduce plant operating lifetimes and would offer no real
economic benefits.
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Commentor 815 (H. M. Fagan)

1/24.27 The commentor asks how many organizations are qualified to do this job that didn’t want it.  The
commentor asks why TVA bid on DOE tritium production.  The commentor asks why TVA had no
competition.

2/06.03 The commentor asks whether this is a case of two government agencies (DOE and TVA)
“scratching each other’s back” to produce tritium.  The commentor asks whether the Savannah River
Site and some other utilities were considered as potential sites.

3/09.03 The commentor notes that TVA is expanding its responsibilities from power production to weapons
production, and asks whether tritium production would influence TVA to move further into
weapons and defense-related activities.

4/14.04 The commentor asks how tritium production would affect TVA’s ability to maintain current levels
of public health risk around its reactors.  The commentor asks whether tritium production is going
to increase the amount of radiation leakage and risk to the public from dangerous materials at
Watts Bar.

Commentor 816 (Carol Womacks)

1/24.28 The commentor asks when the last environmental impact study was done using Bellefonte as a
nuclear reactor without tritium production.

2/23.12 The commentor asks how the $2.9 billion will be dispersed if tritium production takes place at the
Watts Bar Plant.

Commentor 817 (Chris Lugo)

1/05.21 The commentor asks whether the public has the right to say no if DOE chooses the Watts Bar and
Sequoyah Plants for tritium production, and, if so, how is this done.  The commentor also asks what
their legal recourse would be.

2/01.09 The commentor asks whether tritium production in a CLWR would violate the Atomic Energy Act,
and who decided it would be acceptable to produce tritium in a CLWR.

3/02.01: The commentor states that tritium production is about death and bombs and that the whole cycle of
consequences resulting from the use of nuclear weapons should be considered in making a decision
about tritium production.  The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production in general.

Commentor 818 (Patty Fagan)

1/08.03 The commentor asks where tritium has been produced before, and requests a list of these places.

2/14.04 The commentor asks how safe is tritium.  The commentor expresses belief that TVA had made
fishing in local waters impossible, and is concerned about the effects of tritium production on
regional air and water.
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Commentor 819 (Don Clark)

1/08.04 The commentor notes past tritium leaks at Brookhaven National Laboratory, and asks why the
tritium was allowed to get into the groundwater.  The commentor also asks why the tritium leaks
were not discovered at Brookhaven National Laboratory for 20 years; what are DOE and
Brookhaven National Laboratory doing about the leaks, and what can they do about it.

The commentor submits the following documents along with his written statement:

“Nuclear Regulatory Commission Public Hearing, Testimony of Donald B. Clark,” Sweetwater,
Tennessee, August 7, 1997.

“U.S. Department of Energy CLWR Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting, Testimony
of Donald B. Clark,” Evensville, Tennessee, February 26, 1998.

Ferguson, Charles, and Frank Von Hippel, “U.S. Tritium Production Plan Lacks Strategic
Rationale,” Defense News 29 (December 7-13, 1998).

“Nation Shirks Duty to Nuclear Victims,”The Tennessean, September 29, 1998.

Commentor 820 (Roy Priest for U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer)

1/07.08 The commentor states that Congressman Cramer supports the Bellefonte option on the grounds that
it is more cost-effective, offers economic benefits such as cost recovery over the lifetime of the
contract, and is very much supported by state and local officials and area residents.  The Watts Bar
and Sequoyah irradiation services option would offer none of these benefits.

Commentor 821 (Charles Dotson)

1/07.03 The commentor states that the Bellefonte option is the cheapest and most effective choice over the
long term, and it would create jobs and help the economy.  

Commentor 822 (Calvin Underwood)

1/07.08: The commentor states that he supports the Bellefonte option because of the positive impacts it
would have on ratepayers, taxpayers, and the area workforce.  Only this option would increase jobs.
The Bellefonte option is the only option fully compatible with the programmatic requirements.
Bellefonte offers a dedicated facility with a flexible schedule that can adapt to programmatic
changes in requirements.  It would be difficult to deal with such changes at a nondedicated baseload
plant like Watts Bar or Sequoyah.  Also, cost factors favor Bellefonte—it would be the best option
for DOE, TVA, the United States, and TVA ratepayers.

Commentor 823 (Steve Tanner)

1/07.08 The commentor notes that DOE has stated the selection criteria being considered.  One criteria not
listed, which is stated in public law, involves the “liabilities and benefits of the technologies,
including benefits like revenues.”  They (the commentor’s family) believe TVA’s Watts Bar and
Sequoyah option would not be the best choice for tritium production for three reasons.
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First, the offer commits two baseload nuclear plants to a mission that would no longer be solely
power production.  This would place a liability on TVA and would increase risks to TVA’s ability
to produce reliable, low-cost power for its customers, the ratepayers.

Second, there are no direct benefits from the Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer to Hamilton or Rhea
Counties or the State of Tennessee.  The offer provides no new jobs and no increase in the tax base.
It does not salvage use of an existing government asset; provides no revenue-sharing to DOE; and
does not add the positive environmental benefit of new power generation without emission of
greenhouse gases.

Third, the overall cost is higher than that of the Bellefonte option.  Although the Watts Bar offer
comes with low annual payments, the total long-term cost is higher than the Bellefonte offer and the
term is shorter.

The commentors, therefore, believe that Bellefonte would be the best choice for tritium production
because it meets the selection criteria; offers the lowest cost to taxpayers; does not come with the
liabilities and risks of a baseload plant; and provides distinct local and national economic benefits.

The commentors point out that DOE must not forget that it has other missions in addition to national
security.  DOE’s core mission statement begins with the words, “To foster a secure and reliable
energy system that is environmentally sustainable,....”  During the Fiscal Year 1999 budget process,
DOE states that it had established five key goals that drive all its strategic planning and budgetary
decisions.  Three of these goals are directly supported by the selection of Bellefonte, but are not
supported by the selection of Watts Bar and Sequoyah.  

Selection of Bellefonte would:

• Promote clean, efficient energy and enhance energy security through provision of new nuclear
power generation capacity.

• Stabilize and protect the environment by preventing new fossil-fueled generation that would
result in greenhouse gas emissions.

• Stimulate U.S. economic productivity through job creation and multiregional economic
development.

The commentors contend that the Secretary of Energy should not select merely an acceptable option,
but should select the option that, using the Vice President’s words, is in the “best interest of all
citizens.”

Commentor 824 (Joseph Imhof)

1/01.09 The commentor states that he opposes the use of commercial facilities for weapons use.

2/ 07.08 The commentor believes the best policy is one that entails the least amount of harm to the fewest
humans and biological entities.  Therefore, the impact of tritium production should be minimal.  The
commentor believes existing facilities should be used for tritium production whenever possible
without impacting new areas of population and generating additional expense to U.S. taxpayers.
Use of existing facilities would avoid creating new health risks and environmental concerns.  The
commentor believes Watts Bar should be the main unit for tritium production, with Sequoyah as a
backup facility.  Bellefonte should be considered for use as a natural gas electric power production
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facility, which would cost billions less than its completion as a nuclear power plant.  Bellefonte
should not be considered for use as a coal-fired plant because this would make it a source of acid
rain and particulate matter, which would aggravate people with respiratory illnesses.

Commentor 825 (Ralph Hutchison)

1/01.01 The commentor is in favor of arms reduction and eventual nuclear disarmament.  

2/14.05 The commentor states that, according to the CLWR Draft EIS, tritium production at Watts Bar
under normal operations would increase tritium released to the air by slightly less than 300 times.
Tritium released to area water sources without tritium production at Watts Bar is 639 Curies
compared to 17,649 Curies from tritium production.  In addition, radiation doses to area residents
is 10 times higher than normal under tritium production.

 3/02.01 The commentor submits a letter to the Secretary from himself and other area residents asking DOE
not to produce tritium at any of the TVA plant sites or at the Savannah River Site.

Commentor 826 (Jimmy Sandlin)

1/07.08 The commentor states that the people of Jackson County, Alabama, support tritium production at
Bellefonte and are opposed to tritium production at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants because it would
compromise the region’s power supply under moderate and extreme loading conditions.  Tritium
production at Bellefonte would add 1,200 megawatts to the TVA power system, which would
decrease the risk of sharp price increases and increase stability.  Selection of the
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants would increase price instability because the generation capacity supplied
by the plants could be interrupted if DOE needs to extract tritium during extreme load conditions.
If TVA nuclear generation were not available, wholesale power costs would rise, thereby
jeopardizing municipal and cooperative electric distribution systems. The commentor states that the
Tennessee Valley Power Distributors unanimously support completion of Bellefonte for tritium
production.

Commentor 827 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.03 The commentor states that Bellefonte is the best choice for tritium production because there is
substantial congressional, state, and local support.  Also, a dedicated unit is preferable to a baseload
plant that would lose power generation if put on a 12-month schedule, resulting in negative impacts
to ratepayers.  Bellefonte would provide additional generation capacity without greenhouse gas
emissions, as well as economic benefits such as jobs and cost recovery via revenues.

Commentor 828 (Monica Blanton)

1/01.09 The commentor states that the United States should follow the nonproliferation policy it espouses
to other nations by not using commercial facilities for weapons production.  The commentor states
that the proposed action blurs the line between civilian and military nuclear facilities.

2/23.13 The commentor states that the cost to produce tritium should not be a major factor in determining
where it is produced.

3/07.04 The commentor opposes tritium production at any of the TVA plants.



Chapter 2 — Comment Documents

2-225

Commentor 829 (Mary Lentsch)

1/02.01 The commentor states that tritium production is unnecessary because reserve inventories are
available and can last until 2016.  The commentor states that she trusts Secretary of Energy Bill
Richardson to say “NO” to tritium production.

2/01.09 The commentor states that the United States must maintain its respect among nations by following
the nonproliferation policies it has promoted, particularly the ban on the use of commercial facilities
for military nuclear purposes.

3/01.04 The commentor states that the United States cannot maintain its integrity if it violates the
Nonproliferation Treaty to produce tritium.  The commentor states that interdependence among
nations in living up to their agreements is vital.

4/01.12 The commentor does not understand why there is such urgency for tritium production at the
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants when the United States seems to be reducing its nuclear arsenal.

5/07.07 The commentor states that, if tritium is produced at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants, all she can say
is “MERCY ME! OH LORD, HAVE MERCY!”

Commentor 830 (Dwight Wilhoit)

1/07.08 The commentor asks that the Secretary not do the cheap and easy thing in making his decision, but
do the right thing–select Bellefonte for tritium production.  Selection of Bellefonte is supported by
local residents and would help a depressed area by bringing thousands of jobs, while selection of
Watts Bar does nothing for the citizens of the Tennessee Valley.

Commentor 831 (Don Nelms)

1/07.03 The commentor states that he and his union support the use of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium
production.  The commentor states that TVA was founded to provide jobs and electricity for
Americans, and DOE has the opportunity to help TVA continue to do so.

Commentor 832 (Carl Fowler)

1/06.03 The commentor states that he opposes the use of Hanford (Fast Flux Test Facility) for tritium
production for cost and environmental reasons.

2/07.01 The commentor opposes building the APT for tritium production for economic and schedule
reasons, and states it is an unproven technology.

3/07.08 The commentor opposes using Watts Bar and/or Sequoyah for tritium production because it would
not yield any economic benefit and the option has little support among area residents.  The
commentor points out that tritium production would be secondary at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, but
the primary mission at Bellefonte.  The commentor supports the completion and use of Bellefonte
for tritium production because it would bring substantial economic benefit to the region and there
is significant local, state, and congressional support for this option.
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Commentor 833 (Greg Wright)
 
1/07.08 The commentor, as a businessman, recognizes that there is little return on DOE’s investment if it

uses the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants for tritium production, but there would be a high return
from selecting the Bellefonte plant for this purpose.  Bellefonte would be an asset to the economy
in the southern region of the country; would increase TVA’s electricity-generating capacity; and
would stabilize rates.  

Commentor 834 (Mitchell Weir)
 
1/07.08 The commentor is against the selection of the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants and favors selection

of the Bellefonte plant on the basis of job creation.

Commentor 835 (Leaf Myczack)
 
1/05.31 The commentor complains that notification about the meeting was poor.

2/05.09 The commentor charges that the Lead Test Assembly demonstration was already underway when
DOE had the public meeting on that issue.  

3/24.29 The commentor states that tritium is a weapons component and DOE should be honest about that
fact.

4/24.30 The commentor expresses concern about the impacts of tritium production on uranium mine workers
and people living in the vicinity of uranium mines.

5/07.04 The commentor opposes tritium production at any of the TVA plants.



Chapter 2 — Comment Documents

2-227

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

2.  COMMENT DOCUMENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-1

List of Figures


